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Current Topics. 


The Colonial Stock Act, 1900. 

WE REFERRED on the 8th of December last to the inclusion of 
South Australia 3} per cent. Inscribed Stock among the trust 
investments authorized by the Trustee Act, 1893, subject to the 
restrictions contained in section 2 (3) of that Act. It will be 
seen from the notice we print elsewhere that New South Wales 
34 per cent. Stock (1930-1950) has now been added to the list 
of trust investments. 


The Hilary Cause Lists. 

Tue Arpzat list shews some slight reduction, the aggregate 
of appeals being 345, in place of 365 at the commencement of 
the Michaelmas sittings. A year ago there were only 275 appeals. 
The Chancery cause lists shew an aggregate of 310 matters, 
as against 336 at the beginning of the last sittings. There 
were only 223 a yearago. The King’s Bench lists also shew 
a slight reduction. There were 1,058 causes at the commence- 
ment of the last sittings and there are 997 now. At the same 
time last year there were 927 causes. 


The Law Society Poll. 

Tux rEsut of the poll on the resolution for the appointment 
of a committee will not, of course, be known in time for 
publication in our present issue. But whatever may be the 
verdict, it cannot be accepted as that of the whole body of 
members of the Law Society, since a large proportion of them 
have been practically disfranchised by the absurd regulation 
requiring every member to attend and record his vote at the 
Law Society’s Hall. Busy men in Newcastle-on-Tyne, Bir- 
re ar ristol, Liverpool, Manchester, and Leeds are not 
likely to waste a day in travelling up to town to vote, paying 
their railway fares and costs of refreshment. It is clear that 
an alteration in the mode of polling is essential in order to 
obtain a fair representation of the opinions of the members in 
general. As regards the London members, however, the present 
poll may pochaliy be taken as shewing their view, and in this 


| respect the result will be interesting. 


An American Judge Censured by the Bar. 
We can find no trace in the history of the English bar of a 
jurisdiction similar to that recently exercised by the Chicago 
ar Association. We read in the New York Tribune that a 
I} 
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certain judge of the superior court has been recently found 
guilty of conduct unbecoming a judge by the investigating 
committee of the Chicago Bar Association. This censure, it 
— from the report of the committee, is based upon the 
judge’s connection with certain speculative investment com- 
panies, in which his name was so used as to carry great weight 
with investors. The committee are of opinion that the judge 
was not guilty of corruption, but of improprieties indicating 
“‘an utter failure on his part to appreciate the responsibility 
and dignity of the judicial office.” The New York Tribune 
observes that the report is understood to convey a hint 
to the judge that he had better resign, and that it is a 
matter of speculation whether he will withdraw from the 
bench. English barristers have occasionally incurred the censure 
of the Inns of Court, and it is possible that at different periods 
of our history the leading members of the bar may have thought 
that some of our judges have given evidence of “a failure to 
appreciate the responsibility and dignity of the judicial office.” 
But no association or council of the profession would even 
presume to address so public a rebuke to a judge of the 
superior courts. It is wholly unnecessary to consider whether 
any English judge would be so far affected by such censure as 
to contemplate the resignation of his office. 


Expulsion of Undesirable Aliens. 

A curious poirt was recently taken by the solicitor for an 
alien in whose case a London police magistrate had recommended 
that an expulsion order should be made. It will be remembered 
that by section 3 of the Aliens Act, 1905, it is enacted that the 
Secretary of State may, if he thinks fit, make an order (in the 
Act referred to as an expulsion order) requiring an alien to leave 
the United Kingdom within a time fixed by the order, if it is 
certified that he has been convicted by the court of an offence 
for which the court has power to impose imprisonment without 
the option of a fine, and that the court recommends that an 
expulsion order should be made in his case, The recom- 
mendation, as already stated, had been duly made, but the 
Secretary of State was asked to abstain from making an 
order on the ground that the alien, who had resided for 
some time in England, had married an Englishwoman and 
had a family of children. The wife and children would 
follow the husband, so that the effect of the expulsion 
order would be to banish them from their own country. 
This argument loses sight of the fact that by marriage 
@ woman acquires the nationality of her husband, and the 
nationality of children is to be deemed as following that of the 
father. It cannot be doubted that if a foreign woman had 
settled in this country and married a British subject she could 
successfully contend that she had ceased to be an alien and 
could not be made the subject of an expulsion order. An 
Englishwoman who becomes an alien by marriage must take 
the burthen imposed upon her by the expulsion of her alien 
husband, and there seems indeed to be no reason why she her- 
self in her separate capacity should not be made the subject of 
an expulsion order. 


Personating a Barrister. 


We rap in a French newspaper that a man, apparently in 
needy circumstances, has just been arrested in one of the large 
towns in the South of France on the charge of falsely person- 
ating an inspector of police. It is also stated that he had 
presented himself at the robing room of the police-court, and, 
producing a visiting card, which he said was his own, and on 
which he was described as an advocate of the bar of Paris, 
obtained from the attendant the loan of a barrister’s gown and 
bands. He then entered into conversation with some of those 
who were hanging about the court, and was retained in the 
conduct of one or more defences. He shewed no power as an 
advocate, and his clients were sentenced to terms of imprison- 
ment. The fact that he was without money or luggage, and that 
he admitted that he had on the previous occasion usurped the 
title of inspector of police, led to the suspicion that he was not 
really a member of the bar. The offence of false personation is 


the subject of several Acts of Parliament in this country, and we 
have little doubt that if anyone passed himself off as a barrister, 
undertook the defence of prisoners, and received fees, he might 
be convicted of obtaining money by false pretences. But 





class of criminal, and we have been unable to find any case in 
the English courts in which the defendant has been charged with 
obtaining money by the false pretence that he was a barrister. 
at-law. 


Arguing from Authorities. 

THE past year has made a considerable addition to the 
mountain of case law, and in reading the reports of 
arguments addressed to the courts, we are struck with the 
number of cases which are cited, some of which have been 
decided within a comparatively recent period. The difficulty 
which must be felt by English lawyers in making themselves 
acquainted with the latest opinions of the superior courts ig 
great, and they can only console themselves by thinking that 
their condition is better than that of their brethren on the other 
side of the Atlantic, who, for greater caution, ought to consult the 
reports of some thirty different States, and may perhaps attempt to 
do so in the course of a hurried visit to a public library. Many 
persons who may be tempted to ask whether any check can be 
devised to this inordinate citation of judicial precedents should 
remember that the same question was raised more than a century 
ago. In Gotpsmrrn’s Citizen of the World we read these words, 
which probably refiected the opinion of legal reformers of the 
eighteenth century: “ Where is the necessity of prolonging a 
suit by citing the opinions and reports of others, since the same 
good sense which determined lawyers in former ages may serve 
to guide your judges at this day? They at that time gave their 
opinions only from the light of reason ; your judges have the 
same light at present to direct them; let me even add a greater, 
as in former ages there were many prejudices from which the 
present is happily free. If arguing from authorities be exploded 
from every branch of learning, why should it be particularly 
adhered to in this? I plainly foresee how such a method of 
investigation must embarrass every suit, and even perplex the 
student more time will be spent in learning the arts of 
litigation than in the discovery of right.”” There is unfortunately 
no sign at the present day of any change in the practice of 
arguing from authorities, and it would rather appear that 
citations have become more numerous. 


The Whipping of Juvenile Offenders. 
Tae Protice magistrate for South-West London, presiding at 
the East Suffolk Quarter Sessions, has expressed his opinion 
that it would be useful to give magistrates power to substitute 
whipping as an alternative penalty in cases where fines are 
imposed upon boys under fifteen years of age. The magistrate 
observed that boys came before him every day charged with such 
offences as gambling, knocking people off the pavement, &c., 
and the punishment by fines really fell upon the parents. The 
sessions ultimately passed a resolution in favour of this punish- 
ment in the case of boy offenders under fifteen. The existing 
law with regard to the whipping of juvenile offenders is princi 
pally contained in section 11 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1879, which enacts that where a young person is charged before 
a court of summary jurisdiction with any indictable offence 
specified in the first column of the First Schedule 
the Act, the court may in certain circumstances deal summarily 
with the offence, and may, in their discretion, if 
young person is a male, and in the opinion of the court under 
the age of fourteen years, adjudge that he shall be privately 
whipped with not more than twelve strokes of a birch rod y a 
constable. The offences specified in the first column of the schedule 
comprise larceny, embezzlement, and receiving stolen goods. It 
will be easily seen that in the case of a number of offences likely 
to be committed by idle and mischievous boys the magistrates 
have no power to order them to be whipped. Fine and imprison- 
ment are not meant for boys. A boy cannot pay a fine, and im 
many cases it is a cruel injustice to extort money from the parents 
as the price of the child’s release from prison. What, then, is the 
alternative? There are many persons at the present | who 
will write and speak with great energy against the punishment 
of whipping in the case of juvenile offenders, but who are un 
to make the slightest suggestion as to an alternative punish 
ment. Are the offenders to go unpunished ? 
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although we have often thought that such an imposture might A 
at any rate for a short space of time, be attended with su 
the gain would be too small and uncertain to tempt the higher 
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think that the weight of evidence is in favour of an amend- 
ment of the law giving magistrates a general power to order the 
whip, ing of juvenile offenders, subject to express provisions for 
the limitation of this punishment to the more serious cases. 


Refusal to Renew Public-house Certificate by 
Scottish Licensing Court. 

Tae case of Boyle v. Wilson, in which the House of Lords, 
in December last, affirmed the decision of the Court of Session 
in Scotland, is a case where the Scottish courts have by inde- 
pendent reasoning placed the same interpretation on the Licens- 
ing Acts as that followed by the English courts. The licensing 
court in Scotland, scting under the Licensing (Scotland) Act, 
1903, refused to renew a public-house certificate which had been 
held by the pursuer, and this refusal was confirmed by the 
licensing court of appeal. Thereupon she brought her action 
egainst the magistrates and town clerk of the district, and also 
against the members of the licensing appeal court and the clerk 
of the peace for the county, on the ground that the refusal was 
unlawful. The facts upon which she relied were that no 
complaint of the management of the public-house, or 
objection to the renewal, was ever made, but that at 
the licensing court an inspector of police orally objected 
to the renewal on the ground that the premises were 
insanitary and the district congested. He was not put upon 
oath, nor were any explanations or evidence given as to either 
of the objections. The pursuer’s agent offered to carry out any 
recommendations in regard to the sanitary arrangements, but 
the court made none, and rejected the application for renewal, 
The pursuer further alleged that, prior to the hearing, the town 
clerk, on behalf of the magistrates, had by a circular notified 
their opinion that the number of licensed premises was excessive, 
and that the refusal was the result of a preconceived determination. 
In regard to the Oourt of appeal the pursuer stated that the 
appeal was overruled because the court was actuated by 
the same motives and the same preconceived determination, 
though no one appeared for any objector and no evidence 
was heard against the appeal. The Court of Session, 
whose decision was affirmed by the House of Lords, were 
of opinion that there was no cause for action, for reasons 
similar to those given in the English case of Sharp v. 
Wakefield (1891, A. C. 173)—namely, that the court could 
not interfere with the discretion of the licensing authority 
exercised within the limits of its statutory jurisdiction unless it 
had failed to give a judicial consideration to the application 
before it. With regard to the form of action olestal by the 
pursuer, the case of Bassett v. Godshall (3 Wils. 121) seems to 
shew that no such proceeding could be entertained by an 
English court, inasmuch as the defendants could not be answer- 
able to an individual touching the matter in question in a private 
action. 


Title Under the Factors Acts. 


An rvporTANT decision on section 2 of the Factors Act, 
1889, has been given by Cuanneztt, J., in Oppenheimer v. Frazer 
& Wyatt (ante, p. 131). That section provides that “ where a 
mercantile agent is, with the consent of the owner, in possession 
of goods or of the documents of title to s, any sale, pledge, 
or other disposition of the goods made by him when acting in 
the ordinary course of business of a mercantile agent” shall be 
as valid as if expressly authorized by the owner. It is possible, 
however, that a person professing to act as agent may have 
obtained goods with the consent of the owner, and may have 
sold them still as agent, but yet under such circumstances as to 
amount to a fraud on the owner; in other words, while pro- 
fessing to act throughout as agent, he obtains the goods yy 
means of a trick and then appropriates the proceeds. It 
has been said that where the obtaining the goods from the 
owner amounts to larceny by a trick the protection of the 
Factors Act cannot be claimed by the purchaser, although 
ordinarily fraud by the agent does not have this result. 
“ However fraudulent,” said Cotzins, L.J., in Cahn v. Pookett’s 
Bristol Channel Packet Oo, (1899, 1 Q. B., p. 659), “the 
person in actual custody may have been in obtaining the 
possession, provided it did not amount to larceny by a trick 
ae he can by his disposition give a title to the 
purchaser.”” But in that case it was held that there was no 





trick, and hence the distinction had not to be applied. Ia the 
present case, on the other hand, the jury found that the agent 
obtained the diamonds, which were the subject of the action, 
from the owner by larceny by a trick, and it was urged that, in 
accordance with the above dictum, this excluded the Factors 
Act. The professing agent —a diamond broker—represented to 
the plaintiff, a diamond merchant, that he had prospective 
customers, two named firms, for diamonds. The plaintiff 
entrusted the agent with the diamonds, but they were not 
offered to the named firms. In collusion with a third party the 
agent sold them to a different purchaser and received the proceeds, 
But in all this there does not appear to be anything to deprive 
the purchaser of the benefit of the Factors Act. There might, 
said Cuanngit, J., be such a trick as would negative a bailment, 
but here the plaintiff, though he was cheated, entrustei the 
diamonds to the broker as agent, and this was enough to bring 
the case within the statute. ‘The statate, said the learned judge, 
applied where there was the consent of the owner to the 
possession of the goods by a mercantile agent as a mercantile 
agent. And this appears to throw the risk on the right person. 
The owner chooses to rely on the honesty of the agent to whom 
he entrusts the goods, and, trick or no trick, the risk should be 
on him rather than on the purchaser. 


The New Workmen’s Compensation Act. 


AN INTERESTING point on the new Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, which has not received much attention, is the inclusion 
within the benefits of the Act of illegitimate children of a 
workman, killed by accident, where such children were in fact 
dependent upon his earnings at the time of his death. Such 
children occupy in general a most unhappy position in law. 
Except so far as they are affected by the Bastardy Acts, their 
father is not bound to support them. The Vagrancy Act does 
not extend to them, and, therefore, a man is not punisha 
under that Act for deserting them and allowing them to 
become chargeable to the union. The mother of such a 
child, however, is bound to maintain the child, and is liable 
to punishment under the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1844, for 
failing so to do, provided she has the necessary means. in, 
where & man marries a woman who has children, whether such 
children are legitimate or illegitimate, he is bound to support 
the children as part of his family until they are sixteen or until 
their mother dies (4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 76, s. 57). This, of course, 
applies whether the children are his own or those of another 
man. In the Workmen’s pane gyri Act, 1897, “ depend- 
ants” are defined to be such members of the workman’s 
family specified in Lord Campbell’s Act as were dependent 
on his earnings at the time of his death. It was held in the 
case of Dickinson v. North-Eastern Railway Co. (2-H. & O. 735) 
that “children” in Lord Campbell’s Act only means naa 
children; and, therefore, under the existing law a 
workman’s illegitimate children have no claim whatever to 
compensation, even although the man always treated them as if 
they were his lawful offspring and they were wholly dependent 
upon him. This has worked great hardship in many cases, and 
it is to remove this hardship that the new Act has made provision. 
It enacts that where a workman, being the parent or grandparent 
of an illegitimate child, leaves such a child wholly or in part 
dependent upon his earnings, such child shall have the same 
right to compensation under the Act as if he were a legitimate 
child. The members of a deceased man’s family who may be 
entitled to compensation include a ote or step-daughter. 
This clearly brings within the Act the legitimate children of a 
widow whom the man had married. It may be doubted, 
however, whether the illegitimate children of a woman 
whom a man marries would be considered in law to come 
under the description of step-children, and probably such 
children are still outside the efit of the Act. The new 
Act also benefits those who may be described as illegitimate 
parents, for it includes amongst dependants the parent 
or grandparent of a deceased workman, who was himself 
illegitimate, where such person was dependent upon the work- 
man’s earnings. The definition of members of a man’s ig 


in the new Act relatives entitled to its benefits are speci 





by reference to Lord Campbell’s Act has been pean 
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interested in the new Act, which comes into force on the 1st of July | an ex-Lord Chancellor, and four Lords of Appeal, it is a matter 
next—clerks, domestic servants, shopmen, and a host of other | for some regret that the Judicial Committee and the House of 
persons are brought within its benefits. If your cook scalds | Lords constitute distinct tribunals, so that the judgment (read 
herself, you will have to compensate her. If your clerk, crossing | by Lord Macnacuren) is not technically binding in England ag 
the Strand from the Temple to the Law Courts in the course of a decision of the House of Lords would be; it is also regrettable 
his employment, is run over by a bus and killed, you will have | that the practice of the Judicial Committee does not permit of 
to compensate his dependants. It is obvious, therefore, that, | separate judgments being delivered. 

from and after the Ist of July next, every wise employer will| The facts were shortly these: A piece of land in New South 
protect himself by insurance. | Wales had in the year 1891 been taken by the Minister of 
| Public Instruction for a school site, under Acts of Parliament 
| framed on the lines of the English Lands Clauses Consolidation 


| 
| Act, 1845, and for the present purpose the provisions of the 








Australian Socialistic Legislation. 
We earn from the daily Press that the Home Secretary has 
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appointed a commissioner to inquire into and report upon: (1) 
The system of wages boards in Australia; (2) the compulsory 
arbitration systems in force in Australia and New Zealand; 
(3) the Shop Hours Acts of Australia and New Zealand. 
The principle of ascertaining how existing institutions abroad, 
which it is desired to introduce at home, actually work in 
their own domicil, is excellent; but whether it really is 
worth the necessary expenditure to ascertain how these 
particular institutions work in Australia and New Zealand, 
and whether in any case they are adapted for home use, 


is quite another question. To the student of jurisprudence, | 
however, the new appointment has some interest, for it | 


it serves to draw attention to the unique position of the 


Australasian group of the British dominions in being the only | 
large group of self-governing colonies which has as its non- | 
statutory or common law purely English law, with no admixture | 


of any foreign elements whatever. The fact that the legislative 
experiments of Australia and New Zealand are erected upon a 
basis of unadulterated English law, as it was at the beginning 
of the nineteenth, century, makes those experiments of infinitely 
greater interest and importance than the same experiments 
would be if made in Canada or South Africa. 


The Late Mr. Middleton. 


WE DEEPLY regret to announce the sudden death on Wednesday 
night of Mr. Agtuur Mrippzroy, solicitor, of Leeds. 
widely known, especially in the North of England, in matters 


affecting the interests of the profession, for he was one of the | 
men, alas, too scarce, who spare no labour or pains to promote the | 


welfare of their brethren in general. He had great powers of 


organization, remarkable foresight, and a singularly apt appreci- 


ation of the adaptation of means to the end he had in view. 
These qualities, combined with a more than average allowance of 
Yorkshire “‘ backbone,” courage, and tenacity, marked him out 


as aleader of men, and they were combined with caution and | 


absence of self-assertion. 
bating the progress of the Land Transfer system or, latterly, 
in advocating regulations as to solicitors’ accounts, he came 
to be looked on by his Yorkshire brethren as a safe guide. 
It was characteristic of him that, while the portion of the 
resolution recently rejected at the Law Society meeting relative 
to accounts had no warmer supporter, he was strongly opposed 
to the inclusion in the resolution of the reference to an 
indemnity fund. It may probably be said that if his advice at 
the Manchester meeting of the Law Society last year had been 
taken, the present embarrassing position would never have 
arisen. 


Title by Possession and the 
Limitation Acts. 


Some of the fundamental rules of real property law as to the 
importance of possession of land, and the nature of the title 
acquired by the mere fact of peaceable possession of land, have 
recently received elucidation in a judgment of the Privy Council 
on appeal from the High Court of Australia. The case of Perry 
(Minister of Public Instruction for New South Wales) v. Clissold 
and Others (Times, 22nd of December, 1906) was twice argued 
before the Judicial Committee, and the formal report to his 
Majesty was made as long ago as in May last, advising that the 
appeal be dismissed, the ‘reasons for a ” being only 
recently delivered. Seeing that the second hearing took place 
before a board of eight members, including the Lord Chancellor, 


| resumption, and no claim for compensation was then made, 
| The time for sending in a claim was extended by the court, and 


| in 1902 the respondents, as trustees and executors of CxissoLp’s 


| (his representatives) 
| at all. On the respondents applying for a mandamus to compel 


| : - e 
He was | Australia reversed this decision, and 


| whether or not 


No wonder that, whether in com- | 


Colonial Acts may be taken to be the same as the corresponding 
provisions of the English Act. At the date of the land being so 


| taken compulsorily—in New South Wales usually referred to as 
| “resumption ’—FreprErick CLissoLp was in possession, and had 
| been in possession for about ten years, after fencing in the land 


and acting as owner. Curssotp died shortly after the date of 


will, sent in their claim for compensation. The claim stated 
that they were the executors of Oxissoxp, ‘‘ who at the date of 
resumption was in possession of such land as the owner thereof, 
and in receipt of the rents of such land, and had a title thereto 
by possession.” This claim for compensation the appellant (the 
Minister of Public Instruction) refused to entertain, on the 

ound that Cuissoxp had been a mere trespasser without 
| title to the land, and, therefore, neither he nor the respondents 
were entitled to any compensation 


the appellant to entertain the claim, and have a valuation made 
of the interest of Curssotp at the date of resumption in 1891, 


| the Supreme Court of New South Wales (dissentiente Sreruen, J.) 
| dismissed the application, and upheld the contention of the 


| appellant that Crissorp had been a mere trespasser without any 
| estate or interest in the land. On appeal, the High Oourt of 
held that the respondents 
were entitled to have a valuation made, and were entitled to 
compensation for the interest taken from Oxissoxp in 1891. This 
| decision has now been affirmed by the Judicial Committee. 
| It is expressly stated in the judgment of the Judicial 
‘“‘the only question on this appeal was 
a prima facie case for compensation had 
been disclosed,” and that the valuation to be made 
should be a valuation of the land as at the date of the 
| notification of resumption.” In other words, the actual 
decision is that Ox1ssonp had in 1891 some interest in the land, 
| and that the money value of that interest at that date is now to 
| be ascertained. Nevertheless, it is tacitly assumed, or necessarily 
| implied, that Crissqrp’s interest in 1891 was the estate of an 


Committee that 


person coming forward within the limit of time allowed by the 
Limitation Acts and proving a better title in himself. It is, 
moreover, tacitly assumed, or necessarily implied, that since no 
other person had, down tojthe year 1902, come forward and claimed 
| to have been owner in 1891—when Cuissoxp had already been 
in possession ten years—there was not now any practical possi- 
bility of any claimant for the compensation money appearing, 
other than the respondents, the representatives of Oxissotp. The 
| decision, therefore, is virtually to the effect that the respondents 
were absolutely entitled to receive the money value of the fee 
simple in the land vested—defeasibly perhaps—in their testator in 
1891. The observations made, in the course of the judgment, on 
the nature of a title acquired by mere peaceable possession, and 
the effect of the Limitation Acts, thus constitute the ratio decidendi, 
and are by no means merely obiter dicta. These observati 
together with the references to decided cases and opinions 
text writers, are of the greatest importance, and only fall short 
of being technically of the highest possible authority by reason 
of not having been made in the House of Lords. 

It was said in the course of the judgment: ‘‘On the part of 
the Minister it was contended that, upon the plaintiffs’ own 
shewing, CLIssoLD was a mere trespasser, without any estate oF 
interest in the land. Their lordships were unable to agree 








owner in fee simple—defeasible only in the event of another © 






with that contention. It could not be disputed that a person 
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jn possession of land in the assumed character of owner, and 
exercising peaceably the ordinary — of ownership, had a 

fectly good title against all the world but the rightful owner. 
And if the rightful owner did not come forward and assert his 
title by process of law within the period prescribed by the 
rovisions of the Statute of Limitations applicable to the case, 
re right was for ever extinguished, and the possessory owner 
acquired an absolute title. On behalf of the Minister reliance 
was placed on the case of Doe vy. Barnard (1849, 13 Q. B. 945), 
which seemed to lay down this proposition, that if a person 
having only a possessory title to land be supplanted in the 

ession by another who had himself no better title, and 
afterwards brought an action to recover the land, he must 
fail in case he shewed in the course of the proceedings 
that the title on which he sought to recover was pare 2 

essory. It was, however, difficult, if not impossible, to 
reconcile that case with the later case of Asher v. Whitlock 
(1865, L. R. 1 Q. B. 1) it was opposed to the opinions 
of modern text writers of such weight and authority as Professor 
Maittanp and Mr. Justice Hoimes, of the Supreme Court of 
the United States.” Reference is then made to articles on 
“§eisin ’’ by the late Professor Mairianp in the Law Quarterly 
Review (i. 324; ii. 481; iv. 24, 286). Other text writers were 
also referred to. 


The judicial approval of Professor MarrLanv’s views on seisin 
and possession has a melancholy interest owing to our recent 
loss—a loss which scientific law is likely to find irreparable—by 
the death of Professor Marrtanp. This approval is strongly 
emphasized by the fact that throughout the judgment the word 
“ possession ” is used and not “ seisin,” though the technically- 
minded would perhaps prefer the latter word. Another indica- 
tion of the modern tendency to aveid technicalities when possible 
and convenient is that throughout the judgment the expression 
“fee simple” does not occur; the “land” is spoken of, and 
OxissoLp’s interest as ‘“‘ owner” of the land. That the interest 
of a person who has taken possession of land without any title 
should thus be impliedly described as a defeasible estate in fee 
simple is one of the most instructive points in the case, though, 
of course, in English law a disseisor at once has the fee simple : 
Litt. 5. 519. 

The judicial statement that Doe v. Barnard is now to be 
taken as overruled by Asher v. Whitlock will be extremely 
welcome to the real property lawyer, who has found the former 
case “one of the most difficult in the whole range of the 
reports.” Doe v. Barnard has been severely criticized in America 
as “‘ being a departure from the law as settled by the practice of 
six centuries,’ and ‘‘a distinct encouragement of private war as 
a substitute for legal proceedings,” though “fortunately . . . 
overruled, in effect, by Asher v. Whitlock.” In the preface to 
vol. 79 of the Revised Reports the editor reprints the observa- 
tions from which the above extracts are taken, and which 
were made by Professor Ames in the Harvard Law Review (iii. 
$24); Sir Freperick Poxioox then says: “Mr. Ames’s criticism 
appears to us right in principle. It is, of course, open to the 

urt of Appeal here to take the same line whenever the occa- 
sion arises.”” This suggestion has now been carried into effect 
by the Judical Committee’s judgment in the present case. 

There appears to be no distinct decision in the English courts 
to the effect that the compulsory acquisition of the land, and its 
conversion into money, do not stop the Limitation Acts from 
running in favour of a person who at the time of the land being 
taken had only a title by possession not yet absolute under the 
Limitation Acts. The present decision of the Judicial Com- 
mittee appears to involve also the proposition that the statute is 
not stopped from running, in favour of the person in possession, 
by the land being taken compulsorily. This seems to have 
been the view taken by Joyosg, J., in Re Harris (1901, 1 Oh. 
931), and it has been so held by the Supreme Court of New 
South Wales: Re Loder (1898, 19 N. 8. W. Eq. 41), approved by 
Srernen, J. (the dissenting judge with whose judgment the 
Privy Council have now agreed), in Ex parte Chhasola (1903, 3 
8. R. (N. 8S. W.), at p. 637). 

In Gedye v.. Commissioners of Works (1891, 2 Oh. 630) the 
correctness of the decision of Bacon, V.C., in Hz parte 
Chamberlain (1880, 14 Ch. D. 823) was doubted by the Court 

of Appeal. The claimants title in the latter case depended 





upon adverse possession for twenty-six years after the expiration 
of a term of 192 years, and he was held to have made out his 
claim to be paid the value of the land as owner in fee simple. 
The ssiosighs of the Judicial Committee’s judgment in 

v. Clissold is in favour of the decision in Hz Chamberlain, 
and may perhaps be thought to outweigh the doubts thrown 
upon it in Gedye v. Commussioners of Works. Section 79 of the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, by which the person in 
possession of land is to be taken to be the owner “ until the 
contrary be shewn,” and on which reliance was placed in Ez 
parte Chamberlain, is also contained in the Acts under which the 
claim in Perry v. Clissold was made: see (New South Wales) 
Public Works Act, 1900, s. 56. 








Interference with Contracts. 


Tue Trade Disputes Act, 1906, by section 3, provides that an 
act done by a person in contemplation of a trade dispute shall 
not be actionable on the ground only that it induces some 
other person to break a contract of employment, and conse- 
quently the most prolific cause of recent litigation upon liability 
for interference with contracts is stopped; but the decision of 
Joyor, J.,in National Phonograph Co. (Limited) v. Edison- Bell 
Consolidated Phonograph Co. (Limited) (ante, p. La Bape that 
modern developments of business are likely to fill the gap. In 
that case the plaintiffs were agents in this country of several 
American phonograph companies, and upon entering into 
business relations with retail dealers they required them to 
sign an agreement that, in consideration of the sale to them of 
phonographs at current retail dealers’ discounts, they would 
conform to certain conditions referred to in the agreement. 
One ‘of these was to the effect that retail dealers should 
not sell any of the plaintiffs’ goods at a discount, nor 
at less than current list prices, nor to dealers who were on the 
plaintiffs’ suspended list. A retail dealer named Ext signed the 
above agreement. Apparently the defendant company had had 
dealings with the plaintiffs, but had been put on their suspended 
list, for what reason does not appear. In November, 1904, the 
defendant company, through an agent, procured from Ext, 
at trade discounts, phonographs supplied by the plaintiffs. The 
plaintiffs thereupon brought the action to restrain the defendant 
company from procuring persons who had entered into the 
dealers’ agreement to sell the plaintiffs’ goods to the defendant 
company in breach of the agreement. 

The principle under which ©. may incur liability to A. if he 
induces B. to break a contract between B. and A. is based upon 
the consideration that A. has a legal right to the performance of 
the contract, and that for an interference with this legal right an 
action will lie; although this is subject to the qualification that 
O. will avoid liability if he can shew sufficient grounds of justi- 
fication for the interference. ‘A violation of legal right,” said 
Lord MacnaGuren in Quinn v. Leathem (1901, A. ©., p- 510), 
‘committed knowingly is a cause of action, and it is a violation 
of legal right to interfere with contractual relations recognized 
by law if there be no sufficient justification for the inter- 
ference.” The question of what would be sufficient justifi- 
cation was discussed in South Wales Miners Federation v. 
Glamorgan Coal Co. (1905, A. ©. 239), amd under the 
circumstances of that case it was held that no such justification 
existed, and that the appellant trade union was liable for induc- 
ing breaches of contracts entered into with the respondents. 
The breaches there, however, were such as to inflict substantial 
injury upon the respondents, and it does not follow that the 
court will interfere by injunction to prevent interference with 
contracts where this element is wanting. ‘‘It is not,” said 
Riesy, L.J., in Hechange Telegraph Co. v. Gregory & Co. (1896, 
1 Q. B., p. 157), “‘ every procuring of a breach of contract that 
will give a right of action. The nature of the contract broken 
must be considered.” And his following remarks shewed that he 
had in view the question of the damage which the breach would 
cause to the plaintiff. In the present case of National Phono- 
graph Co. vy. Edison-Bell Consolidated Phonograph Oo. (supra) 
Joyoz, J., relied upon this dictum as shewing that there was no 
general right to an injunction ing a breach of 








against procuring 
contract. The interference must be productive of substantial, 
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and not merely nominal, damages to the plaintiff. And in the | The volume concludes with articles on Charities and on the C 
case before him no such damages were shewn. Traders may, | Commission, the former written and revised and the latter revi 
for their own reasons, place restrictions upon the sale of their | by Mr. A. D. Tyssen. The value of the work to the practitioner will 
goods and seek to discourage particular persons, whether rivals | ® very materially increased by the revision to which it is being 
in business or not, from dealing in them. But it by no means IES SEE Sas Sey Sale OD HG SaaS Ch 
follows that the breach of such restrictions means any injury to 
the trader of which the law can take notice. To entitle him to 
the powerful remedy of an injunction it must appear that the 
conduct complained of will involve him in substantial loss. 
Another aspect of the effect of similar restrictions is illustrated 
by the recent decisions in Zaddy § Cov. Sterious & Co. (1904, 1 
Oh. 354) and McGruther v. Pitcher (1904, 2 Oh. 806). In the 
former case Swinren Eapy, J., held that restrictions imposed 
upon a purchaser in respect of the resale of goods were not 
binding upon a subsequent purchaser. Conditions of 











Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty. 


GIBpsoN AND WELDON’s STUDENTS PROBATE, DIVORCE AND 
ADMIRALTY: INTENDED AS AN EXPLANATORY TREATISE oF 
THE Law AND PRACTICE IN PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
Matrers. SrxtH Epitron. By the Authors and H. Grssoy 
Rivineton, M.A. (Oxon.), and A. CLIFFORD FOUNTAINE, 
The ‘‘ Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 


The arrangement of this book seems to leave nothing to be desired, 
and students will probably find that it contains all that is necessary 











such a kind, he observed, did not run with the goods, and | to equip them for examination purposes, and in many points it will 


subsequent purchasers consequently did not take subject to 
them. Their only liability would be in the event of a 
contract between them and the original vendor, and such a 
contract does not under the circumstances exist. And this was 
approved by the Court of Appeal in the subsequent case. ‘‘A 
vendor,” said Romer, L.J., ‘cannot in that way enforce a 
condition on the sale of his goods out and out, and, by printing 
the so-called condition upon some part of the goods or on the 
case containing them, say that every subsequent purchaser of 
the goods is bound to comply with the condition, so that if he 
does not comply with the condition he can be sued by the 
original vendor.” The decision in the present case, although 
it depends upon different considerations, is analogous to these, 
and it seems to be convenient to carry the principle further and 
to hold that a subsequent purchaser shall not incur liability by 
inducing the first purchaser to sell to himself in breach of the 
condition. Such conditions are in restraint of trade and they 
do not deserve encouragement from the law. 








Reviews. 
Encyclopedia of the Laws of England. 


BincycLoPE=DIA OF THE Laws OF ENGLAND. WITH 
PrRecEeDENTs. By THE Most Eminent LeGat AUTHORITIES. 
Seconp EpDITION, REVISED AND ENLARGED. Vou. II.: Banx- 
RuUPTcy TO CHARITY ComMIssion. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 
Wam. Green & Son. 


This volume of the new edition of the Encyclopmdia of the Laws of 
England contains a large number of articles of first-rate interest, and 
acoording to the enlarged plan of the work the articles are now 
supplemented, where requisite, with practical forms. The first article, 
on Bankruptcy, contains in some seventy pages a succinct account by 
Mr. Edward Manson of the present law of banksuptcy, with an 
historical introduction describing the systems out of which it 
has growa, and the fifty-two forms which are added cover 
the various steps which may have to be taken between the 
issue of the bankruptcy notice and the application for discharge. 
A considerable number of the articles in the volume are concerned 
with sbipping—Bills of Lading, Bottomry, British Ship, Broker 
(Insurance), and Broker (Ship). These, which were originally the 
work of Mr. Justice Phillimore and Mr. G. G. Phillimore, have been 
revised by the latter anthor. That slighter articles have not been 
passed over without revision is shewn by the insertion under ‘‘ Bare 
Trustee” of a reference to Re Howgate (1902, 1 Ch. 451). The article 
on “ Beset’”’ also, although it could not be based on the recent Trade 
Disputes Act, notices that a Bill proposing to alter the law was before 
Parliament. Bills of Costs are dealt with by Mr. Blake Odgers, K.C , 
and Mr. Wurtzburg. The article on Bills of Sale by Mr. James Weir 
has been revised by Mr. V. M. Coutts Trotter. No precedents have 
been added, but the cases on the statutory form are carefully stated. 
The new departure is noticeable, however, under ‘‘ Bond,” to 
his article on which subject Mr. Odgers adds sixteen forms dealing 
with a variety of circumstances. The same author, in conjunction 
with Mr. E. J, Naldrett. contributes an article on Borrowiag 
Powers, in which the powers in this respect of municipal corporations 
and other local bodies are explained. Mr. A. A. Hudson’s article on 
‘‘ Builders and Building Contracts” has been revised by Mr. R. Geoffrey 
Ellis, and attention is called by a reference to Re Keen & Keen (1902, 
1 K. B. 555) to the latest decision as to the forfeiture of building plant 
to the building owner. Mr. Wurtzburg has, we gather, himself 
revised his article on Building Societies, and Mr. G. H. B. Kenrick, 


ForMs AND 


| 
| serve as a useful guide to the practitioner. In Chapter XII. of the 


Probate Section, the persons to whom administration will be granted 

are stated clearly and in due order, and it may be noticed as a 

curious difference between English and Scotch law that, while the 

widow comes before the next-of-kin with us, she ranks after them in 

Scotland. Probably the difference is due to the fact that in Scotland 
the widow is a creditor of the estate for the third, or, if there are no 
| children, the half, which comes to her by virtue of her jus relicte, 
Not the least important matter is the ascertainment of the death 
duties, and on this subject Chapter XVLII. gives very useful guidance, 
The Admiralty Section contains a concise statement of the liens and 
charges on ships which may have to be adjudicated upon in that 
| jurisdiction, and the student will find scope for curious research if 
he follows up the hints given in Chapter VII. as to the limited 
operation in English law of the maritime lien for necessaries, though 
in practice it is greatly extended by the master’s lien for disburse- 
ments given by the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, as stated at p. 377. 
The recent decisions on the rights of mortgagees of ships are well 
stated at p. 399. The book appears to have undergone very efficient 
revision. 





Books of the Week. 


Commerce in War. By L. A. ATHERLEY-JoNnzEs, K.C., MP., 
assisted by Hucw H. L. Betior, M.A., D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. 


| Methuen & Co. 


| Practical Sanitation: A Handbook for Sanitary Inspectors and 


Others Interested in Sanitation. By GrorGe Rerp, M.D., D P.H., 
| Fellow and Examiner of the Sanitary Institute, &c., &. With an 
Appendix on Sanitary Law, by Henry Manvey, M.A. (Cantab.), 
|M.B., D.P.H., Barrister-at-Law. With Numerous Diagrams. 
| Thirteenth Edition, Thoroughly Revised. Charles Griffin & Co. 
| (Limited). 

| Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906: An Act to Consolidate and 
Amend the Law with Respect to Compensation to Workmen for 
Injuries Suffered in the Course of their Employment. With Explana- 
tory Notes and Index. By W. Exits Hit1, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 











Correspondence. 


The Land Registry. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—The report of the Select Committee on the Housing of the 
Working Classes Bill presented to Parliament last month contains one 
paragraph (82) that will be read with surprise. It asserts that the 
committee were ‘impressed with the great economy that might be 
effected by a system of registration of title being made universal and 
compulsory throughout the country.” 

As the question of land transfer was quite outside the scope of the 
committee’s inquiry, one may well ask why they committed them- 
selves to this assertion. On the 11th of July last they examined Mr. 
C. F. Brickdale, the Registrar of the Land Registry, who was their 
only witness, and therefore presumably their sole source of informa- 
tion on the subject. An offer I made to give evidence on the other 
side was not accepted. Audi alteram partem was not a maxim acted 
upon by the committee. 


Committees that ever thrashed out the subject (1869 and eee! both 
reported adversely to the system of compulsory registration of title. 





If proof is required as to the thoughtless nature of the committee's 
conclusion it can be found in the fact that the only two Parliamentary _ 


- yr . ; eaer Farther, all the great conveyancers of our time, notably Lord ~ 
jn revising his article on Certiorari, has added numerous court forms. | St. Leonards and Lord Cairns, have been convinced that in view of ~ 
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the special conditions of land tenure in this country a registration 
system of sufficient elasticity could not be devised. 

The views of the committee, however, on the working of the system 
that is now on trial as an experiment in the County of Pa nn are not 
without interest. Mr. Brickdale failed signally in satisfying them 
that the different character of registered titles now being issued had 
the merits claimed for them of cheapness, simplicity, and security. 
The committee, in fact, say ‘‘the present means of obtaining an 
indefeasible title is altogether too costly in the operation of getting 
the same on the register, while the mere possessory title now given by 
the registry is a useless additional expense to the ordinary conveyance, 
bringing with it no real security of title.” 

On the 1st of January instant, the trial of the system in London 
entered on its ninth year. The returns give the jelbowine record of 
the titles registered for the first seven years (1899 to 1905) :— 
‘* Possessory,’’ 89,147 ; ‘‘ Qualified,’’ 9; ‘‘ Absolute,” 401; and ‘‘ Good 
Leasehold,”’ 3,962. 

These figures are significant in the extreme. The 89,147 
*‘possessory’’ titles that owners were forced to apply for are 
declared by a commission favourable to the registry to be a ‘‘ useless 
additional expense to the ordinary conveyance.” The fact that only 
401 ‘‘absolute” titles were voluntarily asked for in seven years 
measures the extent to which property owners left to themselves want 
registration. The demand is practically non-existent. It lives only 
ah eae, imagination of the fervent politician and the complacent 
official. 

The registration fees in the first seven years brought in £288,928— 
a heavy toll on sales and mortgages, especially as the fees only 
represent a portion of the additional expense that the system 
occasioned. These fees were swallowed up in the salaries and office 
expenses. The cost of the new registry office, amounting to £360,000, 
has been paid for separately out of public money. 

To the registrar the fees, &c., represent ‘‘the slight temporary 
expense involved in the inauguration of the new system.’’ He, 
however, notes that the fees fell off considerably in 1904-5, ‘‘ due 
mainly to the depression in values . . which has prevailed 
lately.” This explains why in his view the expenses in 1904-5 
exceeded the incoms by some £11,000. The registrar does not 
appear to realize that the fees and the registration difficulties are 
factors seriously contributing to ‘‘ the depression” to which he refers. 
Truly the official lives in a world of his own wherein the realities of 
the outer world have no place. 

Parliament anticipated that the experimental trial might be, as it 
has proved to be, a failure. By the same Act (1897) that sanctioned 
the experiment, the Privy Council was empowered at any time to 
suspend the order applying compulsory registration to any county. 
If the order is suspended in the County of London, the registry office 
will even then remain open to everyone in any part of the count 
who voluntarily desires to register his title. It is surely not too muc 
to ask the authorities to bring to an end a costly experiment now 
proved to be of no possible value, unless we are willing to admit that 
the endowment of officialdom is in itself a desirable public object. 

J. 8. RuBINSTEIN. 

5 and 6, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, Jan. 9. 





Speculating Solicitors. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 


Sir,—Some time back it was stated that in a county court case 
the following question was decided: A solicitor, at his own risk, 
had undertaken a case for a plaintiff. At the trial the claim was not 
established, and inasmuch as the solicitor had undertaken the case at 
his own risk, it was held that he must indemnify his client agaist all 
loss; and consequently, the solicitor had to pay the witnesses’ 
expenses. 

he judgment seems logical, but could it be extended (as it seems 
to me it should be) to cover the defendant’s costs where he has 
successfully defended such an action ? 

I shall be glad to be favoured with the opinions of my brother 
practitioners. Drury FREEMAN. 

9 & 10, Manor-terrace, Lea Bridge-road, Leyton, Essex, Jan. 8. 








We are requested to state that the Government of the Sudan desires to 
appoint a member of the English, Scotch, or Irish bars as Civil Judge and 
Land Registrar. The salary is £E660 (equivalent to about £676 sterling), 
rising in two or three years, and on passing an examination in Arabic, to 
£E840. Candidates must be unmarried, and under thirty-five years of 
age; they must be passed by the doctor appointed by the Government as 
medically fit. Some knowledge of criminal work will be a recommenda- 
tion. Further particulars may be obtained by application in writing to 


J. Fischer Williams, 7, New-square, Lincola'’s-inn, W.C. Applicants 
should not in the first instance submit testimonials, 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. ~ 


REX v. MELLADEW. No. 1. 20th Dec. 


Rating — Occuration—WareEnovse—Norice to Let—Reapiness To 
Re-orven iF Scrricrent Goops Urrzerep. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone 
O.J., and Kennedy and Ridley, JJ.). The case came before the Divisional 
Court upon an application for a mandamus to the justices of Liverpool to 
state a case, when it was agreed that the facts appearing upon the 
affidavits should be taken as if they were stated in the form of a special 
case. The Court of Appeal, however, were of opinion that the facts did 
not fully appear, and accordingly the justices were asked to state a ae 
case for the Court of Appeal. ‘Lhe facts stated were as follows: (1) On 
the 10th of November, 1904, one of the collectors appointed by the cor- 
poration of the city of Liverpool to collect general and water rates and 
rents for the city preferred a complaint at petty sessions, under the Liver- 
pool Corporation Acts, 1862 and 1893, the Liverpool Improvement and 
Waterworks Act, 1871, and the Local Government Board’s Provisional 
Order Confirmation (No. 10) Act, 1895 (Session 2), stating that the de- 
fendants were persons duly rated and assessed and liable to pay in respect 
of certain premises (being a warehouse) known as 3, Neptune-street, 
situate within the city, certain rates called the general rate and water rate, 
and also a certain water rent, all duly made for the city, of the 3rd of 
February, 1904, and also the above-mentioned rates, all duly made for the 
city, of the 7th of February, 1900, and that they had not within fourteen 
days after demand in writing by the complainant paid the amount due in 
respect thereof—namely, £22 9s. 1d. and £7 4s. 5d. respectively, and that 
the same remained unpaid. (2) Pursuant to the complaint the com- 
plainant applied for a distress warrant, but the justices refused to 
issue one, and dismissed the complaint. (3) The following facts were 
proved or admitted: (a) The allowance and due publication of the rates 
had been made, and there had been a demand and non-payment of a 
portion of the rates. The unpaid balance for the year 1900 was £7 4s. 5d., 
and for the year 1904 £14 4s. 3d., and if those sums were found to be due 
the defendants were the persons liable to pay them. (5) With the 
exception of the periods from the 18th of October, 1900, to the 12th of 
December, 1900, and from the 25th of February, 1904, to the 13th of July, 
1904, the defendants admitted that they were in occupation of the ware- 
house during the years for which the said rates and rent were made, (¢) 
During those two periods the warehouse had no goods in it and was closed, 
and the defendants offered to allow the complainant to keep the 
keys of the warehouse, and invited the complainant to inspect the 
premises. (d@) The warehouse was a self-contained one, and consisted of 
several floors, and the defendants carried on the business of warehouse 
keepers there and at adjoining and neighbouring warehouses by letting 
either the whole of each warehouse or separate floors or rooms in the same 
or receiving goods at a certain rent ton or per package per week. 
The warehouse formed one of a block of warehouses in Neptune- 
street, all under the management of the defendants and under 
the control of one warehouseman in the employ of the defendante. 
(ec) On the 25th of February, 1904, a letter was sent by registered 
post by the defendants to the superintendent collector of rates for the city, 
stating: ‘‘ No. 3, Neptune-street, warehouse. Please note that we have 
this day gone out of occupation of the above warehouse. We invite 
inspection.”” On the 13th of July, 1904, a letter was written by the 
defendants to the superintendent collector of rates, stating : ‘‘ Warehouse, 
No. 3, Neptune-street. Will you please note that we have re-opened the 
above warehouse this day?’’ On or about the 18th of October, 1900, and 
the 12th of December, 1900, letters in similar terms to the above were sent 
by the defendants to the superintendent collector of rates. (/) A bill was 

sted on the premises during each of the two periods. The words in the 
Bill ted on the premises in the 1900 period were as follows: ‘‘ To let. 
Apply to J. B. M ew & Son, 1, Fenwick-court.’”” The words in the 
bill posted on the premises in the 1904 period were as follows: ‘To let. 
Apply to J. B. Melladew & Son, 41, Old Hall-street.”” (g) During those 
two periods the supply of water at high pressure for working the hydraulic 
lift in the premises was, pursuant to a notice given by the defendants to 
the Hydraulic Power o., cut off, the defendants thereby saving the 
minimum charges B ip nes to that company for the oupply of water 
pressure during such period as the lift was not being used. The defendants 
were able to get the supply put on at any moment upon notice being given ~ 
tothe company. (h) During those two periods the weights, scales, and trucks 
used for weighing and trucking were removed to and stored in an 
adjoining warehouse next door, but having no communication with the one 
in question and in the a and use of the defendants, but they were 
there very handy and could be got whenever they were req . i) 
Throughout the rating years 1900 and 1904 the defendants continued to 
carry on the business of h keep in Hg agence and 
elsewhere in Liverpool. Subject to the facts stated in paragraphs (g) 
and (h) the warehouse was ready for the receipt of goods at - m 

ready 





and the defendants were at all times throughout the said 

to receive applications for the hire of room, and 

to re-open the warehouse and receive into it, provided that 

goods were offered to fill half the whole capacity of the warehoure, this 
being the smallest quantity for which they thought it worth while 
commercially to open the warehouse, With this proviso they were 
prepared to reopen the warehouse and to let either the whole of it 
separate floors or separate rooms, or to let floor space at a tonnage or 
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—_ e rent. Subject to the above-mentioned minimum limit the 

efendants throughout the two periods were willing to receive goods at the 
warehouse. (4) The defendants contended that by the decision in 
Overseers of Bootle v. Liverpool Warehousing Co. (85 L. 'T. 45, 65 J. P. 740) 
the justices were bound to find that the above facts did not constitute an 
occupation for rating purposes. (5) The complainant contended (a) that the 
facts of the Bootle case were distinguishable, because there it might have been 
arguable that there was evidence of an intention to exclude the warehouse 
from the list of warehouse accommodation which the warehouse-keepers 
intended to utilize for trade purposes during the whole rating year; (5) 
that if the Bootle case was not distinguishable it was wrongly decided ; 
(c) that there was no evidence of an intention to cease occupation of the 
warehouse, nor that the defendants had in fact ceased to occupy it; (d 
that warehouses were a class of property of which intermittent user was a 
characteristic, and that the assessment committee of the parish of Liver- 
pool had, in assessing the warehouse, made un allowance in respect of such 
user; (e) that the only inference of law which could be drawn from the 
facts was that the defendants continued in occupation. (6) The justices 
were of opinion that the Bootle case was applicable ; that they had nothing 
to do with the principle of assessment ; that the defendants, by giving the 
notice contained in the letters referred to in paragraph 3 (e), and by 
offering to give up the key of the warehouse, did not intend to re-open it 
without giving the complainant due notice; that the words of the bill 
referred to in paragraph 3 (f) had no special meaning attached to them 
by trade usage, local custom, or otherwise; and that the question of occu- 
pation was one of fact for them to decide. They therefore held that the 
defendants were not in occupation of the premises during the two periods, 
and dismissed the complaint and refused to issue the distress warrant 
asked for. The question for the court was whether their determination 
was correct in point of law. The Divisional Court, upon the facts before 
them, held that the case was not distinguishable from the decision of the 
Divisional Court in Overseers of Bootle v. Liverpool Warehousing Co., and 
dismissed the appeal. The complainant appealed. 

Tue Court (Cotiins, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy and Farwett, L.JJ.), 
having taken time to consider, allowed the appeal. 

Coitins, M.R., said that the respondents contended that they were out 

of occupation of the premises during a portion of the periods covered by 
the rates in question, and they claimed exemption during the time they 
were thus out of occupation. The question was whether the justices were 
right in point of law in holding that the respondents were not in occupa- 
tion during the periods named. It was important to remember that 
occupation, which was the basis of liability, necessarily varied with the 
nature of the rateable subject-matter. The acts necessary to establish 
occupancy of a dwelling-house might be very different from those required 
in the case of a non-habitable hereditament. It was, in his opinion, clear 
from the authorities that the intention of the alleged occupier in respect 
to the hereditament wasa governing factor. His lordship referred to Allan 
v. Overseers of Liverpool (L. R. 9 Q. B. 180), Staunton v. Powell (15 W. R. 362), 
Mayor, §c., of Southend vy. White (83 L. T. 408), Gage v. Wren (87 L. T. 271), Rex 
v. Mirfield (10 East 219), and said that the business of a warehouseman need 
not involve the actual presence on the premises either of the warehouse- 
man himself or of any representative, or of any movable chattels. If he 
had the necessary appliances ready for use when the demand for storage 
came, he was in a position to do business to which the physical condition 
of the premises was indispensable. If he held himself out to let storage 
‘space not involving a demise of the whole warehouse, and by securing 
exclusive control over the premises had put himself in a position forth- 
with to give the accommodation required, it could not be that he was not 
to be deemed the occupier until some customer had been found to deposit 
goods for storage. The principle applicable to the case of a person trying 
to let a dwelling-house which he had ceased to inhabit did not apply to 
the case of the tenant of a vacant warehouse who retained control over 
it for the purpose of letting storage room. In the former case no asser- 
tion of occupation was made; the intention was not to occupy. In the 
latter case the reverse was true. Upon the facts found by the justices the 
respondents, while avoiding the semblance of occupation, had carefuliy 
guarded the substance. They had carefully retained the control, while 
their continuous intention was to utilize the premises for the purposes of 
their business whenever the opportunity offered. The case of Overseers of 
Bootle v. Liverpool Warehousing Co. (85 L. T. 45 3 
because the court there found that there was a Jond fide intention not to 
occupy. The justices’ decision was therefore wrong. 

Cozzns-Harpy, L.J., agreed. 

Farwet., L.J., delivered judgment concurring.—CounseL, Pick ford, 
K.C., and Leslie Scott ; Macmorran, K.C., and A. H. Maxwell. Soxtcrrors, 
F. Venn $ Co., for E.R. Pickmere, Liverpool; Wyatt § Co., for Whitley 
¢ Co., Liverpool. ‘ 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


NICHOLSON v. PIPER. No. :. 


Worxmen’s Compensation—Werk_y Parment—Orper to Exp Weexry 
Payment — Sunsequent Apriication To Incarase—Res Jupicata — 
Worxmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 
I. (12). 

This was an appeal from the decision of the deputy judge of the 
Greenwich County Court on an application for the review and increase of 
a weekly Se oe the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, The 
applicant had been injured by an accident in the course of his employment in 
January, 1904, In February an agreement was entered into between him and 
his employer, the respondent, a memorandum of which was duly recorded 
in accordance with Schedule II., par. 8, of the Act. The agreement pro- 
vided for the payment by the respondent to the applicant of 15s. per week. 
In October, 1905, an application for the review and termination of the 


18th Dec. 





was distinguishable, ' 


County Court, under Schedule I., par. 12, of the Act. On the 17th of 
November the judge made his award as follows: ‘‘I order that the 
agreement come to between J. F. Nicholson, the workman, and J. R, 
Piper, the employer, on the lst of February, 1904, and duly recorded in 
this court on the 2nd of December, 1904, be this day terminated, and that 
the weekly payments to the workman thereunder be ended accordingly.” 
Subsequently an application was made by the applicant for the review and 
increase of the weekly payment under the same paragraph of Schedule I, 
The application came Sane the deputy county court judge. It was con- 
tended on behalf the respondent that the applicant was not entitled to have 
any further award made, on the ground that the matter had been finally 
disposed of by the award of the judge set out above, and that this was 
in effect an applicaton for a new trial. It was contended on behalf of the 
applicant that the deputy er court judge could make an award if it were 
shewn that new circumstances had arisen and that there was a change of 
circumstances which the applicant was entitled to prove. The deputy 
county court judge was of opinion that the arbitration was finally 
determined by the award of the judge made in November, 1905, and that, 
as his order put an end to the weekly payments, there was no pay 
ment which could be reviewed or increased. He therefore declined to hear 
evidence and refused the application. Schedule I., paragraph 12, of the 
Act provides as follows: ‘‘Any weekly payment may be reviewed at the 
request either of the employer or of the workman, and on such review 
may be ended, diminished, or increased, subject to the maximum 
above provided, and the amount of payment shall, in default of agree- 
ment, be settled by arbitration under this Act.’’ The applicant appealed, 
In support of the appeal it was said that it had been the constant 
practice since Irons v. Davis ¢ Timmins (Limited) (1899, 2 Q. B. 330) and 
Chandler v. Smith (1899, 2 Q. B. 506) to keep alive a claim under the Act 
by making a declaration of liability and reducing the weekly payment 
to a nominal sum instead of ending it. It was not, however, necessary to go 
through the form of that legal fiction. Where jurisdiction was once given by 
a declaration of liability, the county court judge had power to vary the 
amount of the weekly payment under Schedule I., par. 12. ‘‘ Any weekly 
payment ”’ did not mean any existing payment being actually paid, but 
any payment which had once been awarded or fixed by agreement. 
doctrine of res judicata did not apply, and, the applicant being ready and 
prepared to give evidence of a change of circumstances, the deputy county 
court judge ought to have entertained the application. At any rate the 
county court judge had no power to terminate the agreement. 

Tae Covrr (Cortiss, MR., and Cozens-Harvy and Farwe.t, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Cotiixs, M.R., said that the county court judge had jurisdiction, under 
Schedule I., par 12, to end the weekly payment. His order that the 
agreement should be terminated must be taken to mean that it 
should cease to operate. The applicant’s only remedy was to 
appeal against the order ending the payment: he could not in the face of 
that order take further proceedings on the basis of the original agreement. 

Cozens-Harpy, LJ., said that “any weekly payment’? meant any 
weekly payment in existence. 

Farwett, L.J., concurred.—CounseL, Montague Shearman, K.O., and 
Edmond Browne ; Shakespeare. Soxicrtors, Pattinson ¢ Brewer; W. Hurd 


§ Son, 
[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CAINE v. PALACE SHIPPING CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 2ist Dec. 


Snir—SramMan—Waces—ALTERATION IN CHARACTER oF VoraGE—ConTRA- 
BAND oF Wak—Ricut to Rervuse To Procsep—Mercnant SHIPPING 
Act, 1894, ss. 134, 225. 

This was an appeal from the judgment of Lawrance, J., at the trial of 
an action without a juty, The action was brought by members of the 
crew of the steamship Franklyn, of which the defendants were the owners, 
for wages alleged to be due to the plaintiffs under an agreement made at 
Cardiff in December, 1904, and for damages for breach of the agreement. 
The plaintiffs originally claimed also damages for malicious prosecution 
and false imprisonment, but this part of the claim was abandoned at the 
trial. By the agreement the plaintiffs agreed to serve on a voyage not 
exceeding three years’ duration to any ports within 75deg. north, and 
60deg. south latitude, commencing at Cardiff and proceeding thence to 
Hong Kong, vid Barry, and ending at a port in Europe. At that time war 
had broken out between Russia and Japan, and the plaintiffs — the 
agreement at Cardiff knowing that hostilities had commenced, and that the 
vessel was to carry a cargo of coal, and that coal was being treated by 
both belligerents as contraband of war. The vessel went with a ‘0 of 
coal from Cardiff to Hong Kong, where she arrived on the 24th of 
February, 1905. On arrival at Hong Kong they were told for the first time 


| that they were expected to proceed with the cargo of coal to Sasebo, @ 


port in Japan within the agg sens limits prescribed by the articles of 
agreement and a naval base. They refused to proceed under the circum- 


| stances, and the master of the ship brought them before a magistrate and 





| charged them under section 225 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, bc 


37), ScnevvLE | having impeded the progress of jthe ship by refusing to go to sea. 


magistrate convicted them of conspiring to impede the progress of the 


| voyage, and committed them to prison for seventy days, the master 


declining to give them a character under section 129 or section 240 (4) 
of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. They went to prison, and 
the ship was taken on to Sasebo with a crew of Chinamen. 


They came out of prison on the Ist of May, and they arrived” 


back in this country about the 15th of July, having been sent 
home as distressed seamen. The ship did not return to this country 


till a year later. The wages which the plaintiffs claimed in this action 
were wages from the time when they were left at Hong Kong till the end © 


Jan. 12, 1907. 
said payment was made by the respondent to the judge of the Greenwich 
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of the voyage, and continuing wages till settlement of the action under 
section 134 of the Merchant Shipping Act. They claimed damages in 
respect of the indignities to which they had been subjected at Hong 
Kong, and of the refusal of the master to give them a character, and of 
their having been sent home as distressed seamen. The defendants’ case 
was that the plaintiffs were bound to go to Sasebo if required, and that even 
if there was a breach of contract by the shipowners the plaintiffs could 
recover no wages or damages, as they were regularly convicted and sent 
to prison, and that in consequence of that conviction their service came to 
an end, and they were estopped from asserting any rights under the 
agreement. Lawrance, J., held that the plaintiffs had rightly refused to 
continue the voyage, and that their conviction was unlawful; that the 
conviction, being unlawful, was no answer to the action ; and that they 
were entitled to recover. He directed that judgment should be entered for 
the plaintiffs for their wages down to the date of their arrival in this country. 
The defendants appealed. The plaintiffs gave cross-notice of appeal. 
It was contended for the defendants that the voyage which the plaintiffs 
were called upon to perform was a lawful commercial voyage: Ez parte 
Chavasse, Re Grazebrook (4 De G. J. & 8. 655), The Neutralitet (3 Chr. Rob 
295). No new event happened after the signing of the agreement to alter 
the character of the voyage: Austin Friars Steam Shipping Co. v. Strack 
(1905, 2 K. B. 315). Burton v. Pinkerton (L. R. 2 Ex. 340) and O’ Neil v. 
Armstrong, Mitchell, § Co. (1895, 2 Q.\B. 418) were both distinguishable from 
this case. The recent cases of Lloyd v. Sheen (93 L. T. 174) and Sibery v. 
Connelly (94 L. T. 198) should be overruled. Further, the conviction at 
Hong Kong operated as an estoppel which precluded the plaintiffs from 
maintaining this action. It was contended for the plaintiffs, first, that the 
character of the voyage had been altered by the introduction of additional 
risks, and that the plaintiffs were entitled to refuse to proceed on the 
voyage ; and secondly, that a criminal conviction could not be an estoppel 
in civil proceedings: Taylor on Evidence, section 1693. On the cross- 
appeal the plaintiffs contended that they were entitled to continuing 
wages under section 134 of the Merchant Shipping Act, and to igeneral 
damages on the authority of The Justitia (12 P. D, 145). 


Tae Covrr (Corts, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy and Farwatt, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal and allowed the cross-appeal. 
Cozens-Harpy, L.J., said that the main question on the appeal was 


- whether the seamen were bound to proceed with the contraband cargo to 


Sasebo. It was not alleged that there was any illegality in a contract to 
carry contraband to a belligerent port. But it appeared from documents 
published in the London Gazette of the 18th of March, 1904, a date prior to 
the agreement, that the Russian Government declared neutral vessels 
liable to confiscation if carrying contraband of war to an enemy’s port. 
It was not in his opinion necessary to consider whether, according to 
international law as generally understood, the contraband cargo alone 
ought to be confiscated, or whether the vessel itself could also be confis- 
cated. It was sufficient to say that the Russian Government asserted, and 
were prepared to enforce, the latter view. Now, it had been held that a 
similar agreement signed before the outbreak of war did not bind a sea- 
man to continue after the outbreak of war a voyage in terms falling within 
the language of the agreement, but involving the risk of capture and 
detention, if not of loss of life: Burton v. Pinkerton; O'Neil v. 
Armstrong, Mitchell, § Co. This conclusion was reached partly on 
the ground that the war was apnew element not in the con- 
templation of either party when the agreement was signed, but 
mainly, he thought, on the ground that, as a matter of construction, the 
agreement was to serve only on a commercial or mercantile voyage 
involving perils of the sea, including piratical attacks, but not involving 
the special and peculiar risks of capture by a belligerent fleet. This latter 
ground seemed to be equally sound although the agreement might be 
signed after and with notice of the outbreak of war. The sailors in the 
present case knew that coal was contraband, but they did not know, until 
they were informed at Hong Kong, that the coal was to be taken to Japan. 
If they had been told that the coal was intended, not for Japan, but for a 
Russian port then blockaded by the Japanese, and that they were required 
to run the blockade, he thought they would have been entitled to say that 
the bargain made at Cardiff did not- as matter of construction extend to 
such an adventure. And although the danger of carrying a cargo of con- 
traband goods from Hong Kong to Japan was less than the danger of 
running a blockade, it seemed to him that the same principle applied. 
The voyage from Hong Kong ceased to be an ordinary commercial 
voyage, such as alone was contemplated by the agreement. The sailors 
ought to have been told what was the destination of the cargo, which 
was an ordinary commercial cargo, before they signed on. They might 
and probably would have demanded and obtained higher wages for the 
increased risk. In his opinion they were acting within their rights 
in refusing to proceed beyond Hong Kong. This was the view 
taken by the Divisional Court in Sibery v. Connelly (94 L. T. 198), a case 
which could not be distinguished from the present case. The contention 
that the proceedings at Hong Kong operated as_an estoppel was abandoned, 
the criminal proceedings there not being between the same parties as the 
present civil proceedings. Lawrance, J., was therefore right in holding 
that the sailors were entitled to wages, in which term must be included an 
allowance for maintenance. He had only given wages down to the date 
when the sailors arrived in England. The cross-appeal claimed wages to 
a later date, and in his opinion the sailors were entitled to wages up to 
the date of the order of this court. There had not been my! such ‘* 
settlement ’’ ag was required by section 134 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1894, and he could see no sufficient reason for stopping at any date short 
of the judgment of this court. The cross- — so claimed general 
eal 2 but in his opinion that claim could not be sustained. The 
ap 


should therefore be dismissed, and the cross-appeal allowed to the 
extent he had indicated. 


Cotuins, M.R., and Farwett, L.J., concurred.—Covunset, J. 4. Hamilton, 
K.C., and Dawson Miller; 8. T. Evans, K.0., Neilson, and Morgan Morgan. 
Soxicrrors, Botterell § Roche ; Chivers § Co. 


{Reported by F. G. Rucusn, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BROOKER v. WARREN. No.1. 19th Dec. ~. 


Master anp Servant—Ewmptoyers’ Liasmiry —Sertovs anp Wuitrvun 
Misconpuct—INTeNnTIONAL Breaca or Rute —Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), 8. 1, suB-sEcTION 2 (c). : 


Appeal from an award of compensation by Judge Ellicott, at the 
Cheltenham County Court, under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897. A workman was employed by a timber merchant at his factory. 
On the 10th of January, 1900, the workman was employed in the 
morning with a man named Timbrell in sawing deals at a circular 
saw, which was driven by machinery. The saw was then properly 
protected by a guard, known as a riving knife, and the employer warned 
the workman to be sure and keep the guard on when using the 
saw. He had been so warned on previous occasions, both by his 
employer and by the factory inspector. The guard was a strip 
of steel, and its object was to prevent timber, if it jerked up, from 
being caught by the teeth at the back of the revolving saw, and being 
hurled about the workshop, to the danger of the workpeople there. In 
the afternoon the workman had occasion to change the saw in order to 
split larch poles, and he intentionally omitted to replace the guard on the 
saw. He was in the act of splitting a small length of larch pole, his duty 
being not to let go his hold of the pole until it was nearly sawn through. 
It was Timbrell’s duty to receive the split ends of the pole and to draw 
the pole on against the saw until it was completely cut through. The 
workman for some reason let go the pole before Timbrell had a firm hold 
of the other end. When the pole was nearly split through something 
caused it to jerk up, and i jumped on to the top of the saw, 
and was thence shot backwards, striking the workman and killing 
him. His widow claimed compensation under the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1897, and the employer contended that the injury 
was attributable to the serious and wilful misconduct of the work- 
man within the meaning of section 1, sub-section 2 (¢), of the Act, 
and that his widow was not entitled to compensation. The county court 
judge found that it was dangerous both to the deceased man and to others 
to use a circular saw unguarded; that the accident could not have 
happened if the guard had been in position ; that the deceased man had 
upwards of forty years’ experience as a sawyer, and thoroughly under- 
stood his business; that before an effective guard was inven he had 
worked for six years at the same circular saw unguarded ; that with a 
trivial exception he had never met with an accident while using an 
unguarded saw; and, according to the a inspector, that the work- 
man thought a guard was unnece: , and that he felt the question of 
using it most acutely. Upon those facts the county court judge said 
that this was not the case of a workman who ran a dangerous risk because 
he could work quicker or easier without a guard. Nor could it be said 
that the deceased man knew that the probable result of his omitting to 
replace the guard would be to bring about an accident, because he had 
worked saws for a great number of years without guards and without 
accident. He hated guards—their presence must have seemed to him to 
be a slight upon his care and skill, and he backed his opinion against that 
of the factory inspector, and he, unfortunately, paid the penalty with his 
life. The county court judge thought that he had not acted recklessly, 
and he came to the conclusion that the deceased man’s omission to replace 
the guard did not amount to serious and wilful misconduct. He 
accordingly made an award in favour of his widow. The employer 
appealed. 

Tux Covrr (Coturs, M.R, and Cozens-Hanpy and Farwett, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Cotiis, M.R., said that the only and inevitable conclusion from the 
findings of fact was that the injury to the deceased man was attributable 
to his serious and wilful misconduct, The omission to use the guard made 
the saw dangerous to the deceased man and to the other workmen in the 
workshop. The deceased man knew of the orders given to him on many 
occasions both by his employer and by the factory inspector to use the 
guard, and he deliberately refrained from using it. He understood and* 
appreciated the order and the seriousness of disobeying it, but he backed 
his own opinion against that of the factory inspector. It was a perfectly 
clear case of serious and wilful misconduct, 

Cozens-Harpy and Farwett, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Ruegg, K.O., 
and BE. H. C. Wethered; H. Maddocks, Soxrcrrors, Peacock $ G , for 
A. Lamb, Cheltenham ; Smiles & Co , for R. E. Steel, Cheltenham, 


[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law. | 


FLETCHER v. MAYOR, &c., OF BIRKENHEAD. No.1. 18th Dec. 


Warerworks—Insuniovs Arrection—Oompexsation—Pumrina Water— 
Wer Runsine Stut—Svussrpence or Lanp—Warerworks Oxavses Act, 
1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 17), ss. 6, 12. 

Appeal from the judgment of Bray, J.,in an action to recover £1,200 
upon an award. Under the Birkenhead (Gas and Water) Act, 1881 (which 
incorporated the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, and the Waterworks Clauses Act, 
1847), the defendants acquired a piece of land for pe ty of their water- 
works, and sunk a well upon the land about 150 y from the plaintiff's 
house, and erected a ping station on it, and pumped large quantities 
of water from the well into a reservoir. These pumping operations caused 
the plaintiff’s land to subside, and his house was injured. The plaintiff 
claimed compensation for injurious affection, and each party appointed an 
arbitrator, and the arbitrators appointed an umpire. The de ts denied 





that the plaintiff was entitled to compensation, and they appointed their 
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arbitrator under protest. The umpire made an award (1) that the defendants 
had by the authorized working after the completion of the authorized works 
occasioned damage to the plaintiff’s property by from time to time taking 
such water as was found in and under the lands taken by them for con- 
structing their works and authorized to be taken for the purposes of their 
. undertaking ; (2) (a) that the damage was not occasioned by the abstrac- 

tion of water only, (4) but by the abstraction of water which carried with 
it silt from under the plaintiff’s premises; (3) that the weight of the 
buildings upon the land did not cause the damage ; and (4) that the amount 
of damage done was £1,200. At the trial a difference arose as to the 
meaniug of paragraph (2) (a2), and in answer to the learned judge the 
umpire stated that the subsoil which lay directly under and formed the sup- 
port of the plaintiff's land was a bed of wet running silt, which was drawn 
away by the defendants’ pumping operations. ‘The defendants contended 
that the damage was caused by the authorized working of the waterworks 
after their completion and that neither section 6 nor section 12 of the 
Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, which dealt only with damage during the 
construction of the works, entitled the plaintiff to compensation, and they 
relied upon Hammersmith, §c., Railway Co. v. Brand (18 W. R. 12, L. R. 
4H.L.171). Bray, J., gave judgment for the plaintiff for £1,200. The 
defendants appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Cotims, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy and Farwett, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Coturss, M.R., said that the further answer of the umpire brought the 
case within the decision of this court in Jordeson v. Sutton, Southcoates, and 
Drypool Gas Co. (1899, 2 Ch. 217). The question, then, was whether the 
plaintiff was enlitled to compensation. It seemed to him that there was 
no analogy between sections 6 and 12 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 
1847, and sections 6 and 16 of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, under 
which latter sections Hammersmith, §c., Railway Co. v. Brand was decided. 
In his opinion the pumping of the water from the well into the reservoir 
was part of the work of construction of the waterworks. Sections 20 and 
23 of the Birkenhead Corporation (Gas and Water) Act, 1881, contemplated 
not merely the construction of a reservoir to hold water, but a reservoir 
filled with water and in a position to supply the inhabitants with water. 
There was no analogy between the pumping of the water into the 
reservoir so as to make the waterworks efficient for the supply of water 
and the running of trains on a completed railway. Therefore, if 
compensation for damage was limited to damage caused by the construc- 
tion of the waterworks, the damage in the present case was so caused. 
But apart from that it seemed to him that sections 6 and 12 of the Act of 
1847 gave compensation for damage beyond that caused by construction. 
Section 6 spoke of ‘‘ constructing or supplying waterworks’’ and giving 
c mpensation for injurious affection caused by ‘‘ the construction or main- 
tenance of the works,’’ whereas section 6 of the Railways Clauses Act, 
1845, was limited to ‘‘ construction’? only. The word ‘‘ maintenance’’ 
clearly embraced pumping. Whether therefore pumping was looked at as 
construction or maintenance, it equally came within the section. Then, 
with reference to section 12 of the Act of 1847, it seemed to him to point 
at the supplying of water by means of pumping, and compensation was to 
be made for all damage caused thereby. It was different from section 16 
of the Act of 1845. For those reasons the decision in Hammersmith, ée., 
Railway Co. v. Brand was not in point. The judgment for the plaintiff 
was therefore right. 

Cozens-Harpy and Farwett, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Pickford, 
K.C., and Leslie Scott; Horridge, K.C., and F. 2. Smith. Soxicrrors, 
Maude § Tunnicliffe, for J. F. Harrison § Burton, Liverpool; F. Venn & Co., 
for Alfred Gill, Birkenhead. 

Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re CYCLISTS’ TOURING CLUB. Warrington, J. 11th, 18th, and 19th Dec. 


Company—ALtTeraTION or Memoranptm—Onsects—Main Purposes — 
Dissentient Minority—Dvety or tHe Covunr—Compantes {(MeEmo- 
RaNpDUM oF AssoctaTion) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 62), s. 1, suB- 
SECTION 5, SUB-CLAUSES (A) AND (p), 

_ This was an application under the Companies (Memorandum of Associa- 
tion) Act, 1890, asking the court to sanction an alteration of the memo- 
rendum of association of the Cyclists’ Touring Club, so as to broaden 
the basis of the club and extend the advantages and privileges of its 
membership to motorists. The facts, so far as material, are set forth in 
the judgment below. For the applicants it was said that the rapid growth 
of motoring had had a prejudicial effect on cycling, that the pastime of 
cycling had fallen off, that the membership had fallen from over 60,000 
to about 30,000. Unless the alteration in the memorandum of associa- 
tion were sanctioned the membership would still further fall off, so that it 
would be impossible for cyclists to retain the privileges they at present 

esessed. the members were increased, not only would the old 
privileges be maintained, but it would be possible to grant increased 
privileges applicable to the whole body of tourists. The opponents were 
not called on to argue. 

Wanruincron, J.—This was an application under the Companies 
(Memorandum of Association) Act, 1890, asking the court to make an 
order confirming an alteration of the memorandum of association of the 
Cyclists’ Touring Club, which was incorporated in 1881 as a company not 
formed for profits under section 23 of the Companies Act, 1867, with a 
memorandum and articles of association. The objects for which the club 
was established were (1) to promote, assist, and protect the use of bicycles, 
tricycles, and other similar vehicles on the public roads; (2) to provide 
legal assistance for the riders of bicycles, tricycles, and other similar 





vehicles in the enforcement of their righis to use the public roads; and 
(3) to promote the comfort and safety of its members while touring on 
bicycles and tricycles by collecting and furnishing the necessary informa. 
tion for the planning and conduct of cycling tours, and by publishing 
road books and in other ways. The club had passed and confirmed a 
special resolution to extend the objects of the club. The proposed altera- 
tion was to substitute the following: (1) To promote, assist, and protect 
‘‘the pastime of touring by the use of vehicles or otherwise’’; (2) to 
provide legal assistance to tourists in protecting their rights and interests; 
and (3) to promote the comfort and safety of its members while touri 
by collecting and furnishing information and in other ways. The co 
determined that it was desirable in the interests of the club to introduce 
this alteration, which was brought forward at the general meeting on the 
9th of March, 1903. It was common ground that the main object was 
not the admission of tourists whether on foot or upon horse-drawn 
vehicles, but the admission of the motoring public. After a debate it 
was decided by a majority of three to circularize the members of 
the club by sending out voting papers. As the result of this poll 
it was found that 10,443 members voted in favour of the alteration 
and 2,214 against it, being 12,657 votes out of a total membership 
of over 30,000, so that practically one-third voted in favour of the 
change. Having obtained this vote, the council proceeded to summon 
the necessary meeting to pass the special resolution at Newcastle, 
This meeting was held on the 14th of September, 1906, and was only 
attended by eighty-three members, of whom seventy-seven voted in favour 
of the resolution, one against, and five members abstained from voting, 
By the constitution of the club voting by proxy was not allowed. 
confirmatory meeting was held in London and was attended by 368 
members. Ona show of hands, 210 voted in favour of the resolution, 157 
against, and one member abstained from voting. A poll was thereupon 
demanded, and of the 210, only 173 voted in favour of the change, and 
156 against it, so that the resolution was carried by a majority of under 
twenty. A considerable amount of evidence was gone into. His lordship 
said it was impossible for him to say whether the view of those who 
favoured, or the view of those who opposed, the proposed alteration was 
the correct one. It must be entirely a matter of opinion. There wasa 
conflict of evidence whether on the whole it would be more in the interests 
of the club that the alteration should be made, or that the club should 
remain as it was. It seemed to him, on the whole, that even if he haé 
power to sanction the alteration he would not be justified in doing so in 
the exercise of his discretion, partly because he was not satisfied that it 
was in the interests of the club generally, and he was bound by the Act to 
have regard to the interests of all, and partly because he could not 
take the votes given at the meetings as really representing the views 
of the club as a whole. The real ground, however, upon which he 
should refuse to sanction the alteration was that, in his opinion, the 
alteration did not come within the Act at all. It was said by the 
applicants that it came within either sub-clause (a) or sub-clause (4) 
of section 1, sub-section 5. It was argued that by enlarging the member- 
ship the business of the club could be carried on more economically and 
more efficiently, but that contention was not sound. He thought that 
what was contemplated by sub-clause (a) was an alteration which would 
leave the business of the company substantially what it was, merely alter- 
ing the mode of carrying it on, so that it could be done more economicaliy 
and more efficiently. The prop®sed alteration would, however, alter the 
business of the club completely, and cause the promotion of the benefits 
of cyclists to cease to be the main object of the club. It would substitute 
in its place the promotion of the benefits of tourists generally, and of 
cyclists only incidentally. As regards sub-clause (d), it might be said that 
the proposal was to combine the sport of touring on cycles with the sport 
of touring on motors. That was not the trus effect of the proposal, 
Having regard to the-business of the club, which was to cater for a special 
class, the proposal was to cater for the whole class of tourists, of whom 
the present body of members of the club—namely, cyclists—formed only 
part. It was intended to enlarge the business by including in it the power 
to graut privileges to a larger class of persons. Dut, assume that it was 


right that they should combine the two businesses, was it made out that. 


the new business could be conveniently carried on in connection with the 
present business of the club. In his opinion, that view was not made out, 
and it was not possible to take that view on the evidence of the applicants 
themselves. It seemed to him that one of the objects of the club was to 
protect cyclists against motorists. If the two businesses were combined, 
cyclists would only protect themselves against motorists by proceedings 
against members of their own class. The protection of cyclists could not 
be combined as a business with that of the protection of motorists. The 
application must be refused, with costs.—CounseL, Eve, K.C., and Kirby; 
. K.C., and Napier. Sortorrons, Hays, Schmetiau, ¢ Dunn; 
T. L. Yates. 
[Reported by. Epwarp J. M. Caaruix, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re FURRIERS’ ALLIANCE (LIM.). Warrington, J. 18th Dec. 


Company—Winpinc vr—DegapLtock—Jusr anp Eaqvuirante—Companias 
Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 89), s. 79). 

This was a petition presented by a shareholder for an order to wind up 
the above company on the ground that it was just and equitable within 
the meaning of section 79, sub-section 5, of the Companies Act, 1862, that 
the company should be wound up. The company was incor 
in 1901 with a nominal — of £27,000 divided into 25,000 ordinary and 
2,000 preference shares, all of £1 each. No preference shares had bee 
issued ; of the ordinary shares 12,005 had been issued, of which 6,000 wer 
held by the petitioner or by persons who were trustees for him or whé 
were under his control, and 6,000 were held by a Mr. Friedeberg, whs, 
together with the petitioner, were appoiuted the first directors of 
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company by the articles; the remaining five shares were held by 
certain persons in single shares, and two persons holding one share 
each supported the petition; as to the other three shareholders it was 
said that they would, in an emergency, sup the opposition to the 
petition, but they did not appear. The cles of association of the 
company, which were a modification of Table A, provided, by article 13, 
that every share should confer one vote; by article 15, that the number 
of directors should be not less than two, nor more than three—two to be a 
quorum ; by article 16, that the petitioner and Mr. Friedeberg were to be 
tne first directors and to retain office as long as they held the necessary 
qualifications ; and, by article 18, that the directors should have power to 
appoint any other person to be a director at any time before the company’s 
ordinary general meeting in 1903, but so that the maximum number be 
not exceeded ; ‘‘any casual vacancy occurring in the board of directors 
shall be filled up by the company in general meeting.”” The two directors 
failing to agree in the carrying on of the business of the company, the 
present petition was presented. For the petitioner it was said that there 
was an absolute deadlock, as the two directors could not agree on any 
single “—- The company could not be carried on under such con- 
ditions. The court had jurisdiction under the “just and equitable ”’ 
clause to wind up the company, which would be in the interest of all the 
shareholders and of the ws asa whole. In Re Sailing Ship ‘‘ Kent- 
mere’’ Co, (1897, W. N. 58) the company was perfectly solvent. Justice 
could only be done by dissolving the company and realizing the property. 


Warrinoton, J., after stating the facts and referring to the material 
articles said he came to the conclusion that under these articles there was 
power to appoint a third director in the circumstances which existed in 
this case. At present the petitioner and Mr. Friedeberg were the directors 
of the company ; there had never been more than two, and each had a 
special agreement with the company. Under his agreement, Mr. 
Friedeberg was to look after the books of the company and receive a 
salary. The petitioner, under his agreement, was to be managing director 
for five years from the 28th of August, 1901, the date of the incorporation 
of the company. His term of office had therefore expired on the 28th of 
August, 1906. He also had an option to apply for a further 2,000 shares 
in addition to his holding of 4,000 shares, which option he had duly 
exercised, so that he held 6,000 shares in all at the present time. Some 
little time previous to the date at which his office as managing director 
was to expire the petitioner made advances to his co-director with a view 
of getting his agreement renewed and of having the terms of the same 
revised as regards his salary. His advances were not favourably received, 
and in March, 1906, he was told he had better make his arrangements 
elsewhere. A great deal of correspondence had been read, and his 
lordship said the result of it all was to shew that the two directors were 
unable or unwilling to get on together in managing the affairs of the 
company. To that extent there was what he might call a deadlock 
between the two; as to the relative merits of the so-called deadlock 
it was not necessary for him to say anything. One thing, however, was 
quite clear, which was, that unless the directors adopted a more 
reasonable frame of mind it was impossible that they could 
manage this company satisfactorily. Assuming that to be so, was it a 
ground under the just and equitable clause for winding up the company ? 
it was admitted that that clause had in recent years been given a wider 
meaning than before. It had been held that a winding-up order could be 
granted as being just and equitable on grounds which were not ejusdem 
generis with the grounds mentioned in the four preceding sub-sections of 
section 79. For example, a winding-up order could be made under that 
clause if the substratum of the company had disappeared, or if it could be 
shewn that it was not reasonably practicable to carry on the business of 
the company upon the terms on which it was intended it should be carried 
on; just as in cases under a similar clause in the Partnership Act, if 
it was not reasonably practicable for the business of a private partnership 
to be carried on in accordance with the terms on which the partnership 
was constituted, the partnership might be dissolved. But, assuming the 
court was justified in extending the words ‘‘ just and equitable’’ to that 
extent, did the facts of the present case bring it even then within those 
limits? Was it not reasonably practicable for the business of the company 
to be carried on, having regard to the constitution of the company?’ In 
the case of a partnership, if there were an absolute deadlock between the 
two partners, it might be said that the business could not be carried on ; 
but in the case of a company it was different. In the case of a 
partnership there was no means by which one partner was able to 
control the other. In the case of a company, where two directors could 
not agree, there was an authority which could be invoked—namely, 
the authority of the majority of the shareholders of the company. 
And when one director held substantially one-half and his co-director the 
other half of the shares (though that was not an exactly accurate state- 
ment in the present case, for there was one vote over, which might be a 
casting vote) there was an authority to which both had a by the 
constitution of the company to submit—namely, the authority of the 
majority, which might only be one vote. It seemed, therefore, to him 
that the deadlock to which he had referred was not a deadlock at all; it 
was only a temporary deadlock. It was possible under the articles to 
appoint an additional director, and then there might be no deadlock at all 
and the business of the company could go on. Even, therefore, if it were 
right to say that a ere Hy order might be made under the sub-section 
where it was not reasonably practicable that a company could carry on its 
business, the present case was not a case coming within those limits. ‘The 
petition must therefore be dismissed with costs.—Counset, W. F. Hamit- 
ton, K.C., and Hemmerde; Sims; H. Terrell, K.C., and Ashton Cross. 


Soxrcrrors, Guedalla ¢ Oross; Davidson § Morriss; Goldberg, Barrett, $ ° 


Newall. 


(Reported by Epwarp J. M. Omar.ty, Barrister-at-Law.] 





New Orders, &c. 


Colonial Stock Act, 1900. 
(63 & 64 Vict. c. 62.) “3 


In pursuance of section 2 of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, the Lords 
Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury hereby give notice that the 
provisions of the Act have been complied with in respect of the under- 
mentioned Stock, registered or inscribed in the United Kingdom. 

New South Wales. 

3} per cent. Stock (1930-1950). 

The restrictions mentioned in section 2, sub-section (2) of the Trustee 
Act, 1893, apply to the above Stock (see Colonial Stock Act, 1900, section 2). 

Treasury Chambers, Whitehall, 

28th December, 1906. 








Societies. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 9th inst., 
Mr. J. _ B. Gregory in the chair. The other directors present were 
Messrs. W. C. Blandy (Reading), Charles Goddard, L. W. North Hickley, 
W. G. King, O. G. May, F. P. Morrell (Oxford), F. W. Stone a 
Wells), W. W. A. Tree (Worcester), Maurice A. Tweedie, R. W. 
and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £290 was distributed in grants of 
relief, and other general business was transacted. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Joun Epwarp Prestacr, Cxartes Frepertcx Wartrrecp, and Enoar 
Prestace, solicitors (Allen, Prestage, & Whitfield), Manchester. Dec. 31. 
The said Charles Frederick Whitfield and Edgar Prestage will continue 
the said business under the style or firm of Allen, Whitfield, & Prestage. 


Cuartes Buren, Epwarp Lampert Buren, and Cuaries Netms Naps, 
solicitors (Denton, Hall, & poe. 3, Gray’s-inn-place, London. Dee, 31. 
The said Charles Burgin and Edward Lambert Burgin will continue to 
carry on the said business at 3, Gray’s-inn-place aforesaid, under the same 
style or firm of Denton, Hall & Burgin. 


Rosert Luzwettyn Devonsntre, Francis Grorce Monxianp, and 
Ernest Burret BaGcatay, solicitors (Devonshire & Co.), 23, Sloane-street, 
London. Dec. 31. 


Rozsert LiuewettyN Devonsume and Francis Georor Monxtann, soli- 
citors (Devonshire, Monkland, & Co.), 1, Frederick’s-place, Uld Jewry, 
London. Dec. 31. The said Francis George Monkland will continue to 
carry on the practice under the same name. 


Henry Barre Dow.ine and Ertc Attrort Lanxestzr, solicitors ( 
Dowling, & Co.), 1, John-street, Bedford-row, London. Dec. 3l. 
said Henry Barré mag on Foy continue the business under the present 
style or tirm of Eyre, Dowling, & Co. 


Leste Hunter and Percy Lawrorp, solicitors (Hunter & Lawford), 53, 
Moorgate-street, London. Dec. 31. 


Josern Apnison, Hanotp Brown, Curter Ampross Jones, Hanotp Lacy 
Appison, Harotp Georce Brown, and Geratp Lacy Appison, solicitors 
(Linklater, Addison, Brown, & Jones), 2, Bond-court, Walbrook, . 
E.C. Dec. 31. Mr. Joseph Addison, Mr. Harold Brown, Mr. H. Lacy 
Addison, Mr. Harold G. Brown, and Mr, Gerald L. Addison will continue 
to practise in partnership under the firm of Linklater, Addison, & Brown, 
at 2, Bond-court, Walbrook, E.C.; Mr. Cutler A. Jones will practise in his 
own name at 10, George-yard, Lombard-street, E.C. 


Henry Beantanp Ratcurrre and Watrer Durance, solicitors (Ratcliffe 
& Durrance), Bradford. Dec. 31. The said Henry Beanland Ratcliffe 
will continue to practise as a solicitor in co- ership with Tom Kaye 
Greenwood, under the style or firm of Ra , Durrance, & Greenwood, 
at Exchange-buildings, Bradford aforesaid. 


Jonn Henay Ratrn Suytue and Franxurs Georcs Leroy, solicitors 
(Smythe & Lefroy), Bournemouth. Dec. 31. 


James Tarrrert Sovracats and Atyrep Coorzr Rawson, solicitors 
(Southgate & Rawson), 18 and 19, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside, London. 
Dec. 31. (Gazette, Jan. 4. 


A.rraep De Faece, Caxaates Louis Norpon, and Georrary Hernsat 
Drury, solicitors (Nordon, De Frece, and Drury), 64, Bishopsgate-street 
Wi Dee, 31 (Gazette, Jan. 8. 
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General. 


The resignation is announced of Lord Kyllachy of his office as a 
—s of the College of Justice in Scotland, to take effect as from the 
th inst. 


It is stated that cases in the new trial paper would be taken in Appeal 
Court No. 1 on the first day of the Hilary sittings on Friday. There are 
sixty-four new trials set down in the list for the present sittings. 


Lord Justice Fletcher Moulton will preside at a lecture by Mr. Felix 
Cassel, K.O., on the subject of ‘‘ Debentures of Trading Companies,” 
= will be given in the Old-hall, Lincoln’s-inn, on Friday evening, the 
25th inst. 


The Lord Chancellor will preside at the annual social meeting of the 
Royal Courts of Justice and Legal Temperance Society, which will take 
place in the Middle Temple-hall on Tuesday evening, February 12. The 
Bishop of London and Sir Thomas Barlow have promised to attend and 
speak on the occasion. 


The Hon. John de Grey, police magistrate at the South-West London 
Court, presiding at the East Suffolk Quarter Sessions, said he thought 
that it would be useful to give magistrates power to substitute whipping 
as an alternative penalty to fines, as regarded boy offenders under fifteen. 
Boys came before him almost every day charged with such offences as 
gambling, knocking people off the pavement, and so forth, and the punish- 
ment by fines really fell on the parents. The court passed a resolution 
favouring the whipping of boy offenders under fifteen. 


The Recorder at the Old Bailey.on Tuesday, says the Evening Standard, 
called upon counsel who was prosecuting in a case to open it, as the court 
was being kept waiting. Counsel replied that the barrister for the defence 
was not present. The Recorder: Then he ought to be here. He ought to 
have left his case in the hands of one of the gentlemen I see before me. 
This is a new thing—going away and not leaving another counsel in charge 
of acase. Such a thing was not done during the twenty years I was prac- 
tising in the court. Counsel: Would your lordship fix the case for to- 
morrow morning The Recorder: Certainly not. It will probably be 
the end of the session now. 


It is hard on a prisoner, says the Evening Standard, that if a juryman 
break faith and leave court to get refreshments, that prisoner should have 
to undergo a second trial. In a recent case it was rather a benefit than 
otherwise, as the prisoner was acquitted at the second time of asking. 
But what of the juror’ He seems to have escaped scot free. Some 
judges are always on the pounce where tricky jurymen are concerned. 
** Are you very deaf?’’ whispered Baron Alderson to a juryman who 
pleaded hardness of hearing as a disability. ‘‘ Yes, my lord, very deaf,’’ 
was the answer. ‘‘ Ah! so I perceive,’’ replied the Baron. ‘‘ But you are 
not whisper-deaf. Go into the box. 
And the man went and did his duty. 


says the Duily Telegraph, that the class of case now being sent to the 





he ought to go to prison fora long term. Short imprisonments—and he 
was confirmed in this by the Commissioner of Police—after once having 
been tried, were not only useless, but they were very cruel. A young fellow 
who got into a life of idleness and crime and vice associated with those who 
taught him vicious ways, and if he was put into gaol for three months, 
when he got back he was generally received with open arms as a hero by 
those who had helped him to prison. That was absolutely useless. The 

just came out fit to commit any crime, and then they were very muck 
surprised if they came over the border into Middlesex, and had a long 
sentence imposed upon them—a sentence for the protection of the public, 
andalso for their own good. That was the fourteenth birthday ofa fund 
founded by that court for the benefit of prisoners. It was not sufficiently 
known in Middlesex, and he wanted to get it known, because he wanted 
to get more money for it. Shortly after he was appointed he had to 
sentence two men to a very long term. They each had a wife and family, 
Their wives came to him and implored him to ask the Home Secretary 
to reduce the sentence, but he told them he could not. But he learned 
that they were both respectable women, and he requested the inspector 
to provide them with means, and these poor women went away, 
and kept their families and their homes in a fit and proper 
condition. Some time afterwards these men came to him and said: 
‘‘We have come to see you for having kept our homes over our heads, 
Nothing touched us more than to find that the man ‘who had sentenced 
us to penal servitude had kept our homes over our heads.’’ It seemed 
to him then that similar help might be given in other cases. They had 
now founded a fund, which was called the Victoria Fund, and was main- 
tained by subscriptions from gentlemen who gave their time and attention 
to the administration of justice in that court. That fund, he thought, 
ought to be helped by the public outside. Every session cases were con- 
tinually occurring shewing the necessity for money being found to supple- 
ment this fund. Some people said it served no useful purpose. On the 
contrary, they thought that, first of all, it was an insurance against crime 
being committed if they assisted a man when he had come out of prison. 
But cou'd there be any justification for not assisting an unfortunate wife 
and family when they found that they were respectable and leading an 
honest life ? The fund was very carefully administered, and the whole cost 
of the administration for the last year had been 19s. 5d. 








Martriuressen.—Any person having in his custody or knowing of the 


| existence of any testamentary disposition (made since 1866) of Henry 


Matthiessen, late of 96a, Mount-street, Grosvenor-square, London (formerly 
of Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn), who died on the 22nd of December, 


| 1906, is requested to communicate at once with James & James, 23, Ely- 
| place, London, E.C. 


| 


The witnesses shall speak low.’ 


— Edge, sitting at the Clerkenwell County Court, recently remarked, 


county court rend+rred it almost impossible for a judge to deal with the | 


work for which these courts were established. 
was hearing an action brought in the High Court and remitted to the 
county court. ‘‘ All we can do is to go on hammering away,’’ added 
Judge Edge, and this is the view taken by nearly every county court 
judge, for with few exceptions they are overburdened with work. In the 
High Court complaints are frequently made that time is taken up with the 
trial of cases which might well be dealt with by the county court judges, 


His honour at the time | 


who in turn complain that they cannot possibly get through all the work 
| 


thrown upon them. 
In the suit against the Williamsburg City Company, to test the validity 


of that company’s “earthquake clause,’’ the State Superior Court has, | 


says the San Francisco correspondent of the Times, overruled the claimant’s 
demurrer to the company's answer. This is in effect a decision in the 


company’s favour upon the main question as to the liability of the company | 


for loss caused by earthquake. The decision leaves open for proof in 
each case the question whether, as regards loss resulting from a spread of 
the o earthquake, fire is to be attributed to the earthquake, or to 
some independent intervening cause. 
companies locally involved in the San Francisco losses, and the policies of 
eight or ten contained an “ earthquake clause’’—that is, the mention of 
earthquake was among or in addition to the usual other exceptional causes 
of fire for which insurance companies decline to be responsible. Two or 
three of the American companies thus protected decided to waive the 
exception ; but one—the Williamsburg City Company—at the outset took 
a firm stand upon its earthquake clause and declined all liability for the 
couflagration losses following on the earthquake. Three well-known 
English companies (and their subsidiaries), after obtaining full informa- 
tion as to the facts and local conditions, eventually decided to offer com- 
promises based on locality of loss. 


At the close of his address tc the grand jury at the Middlesex Sessions 
on Saturday, Sir Ralph Littler said that there were two great sources of 
crime—the first was the number of habitual thieves who were at large. 
Frequently, when somebody was brought up, the officer said, ‘‘ He was a 
goed enough lad until he became associated with known thieves.”’ His 
view was that those sort of persons should be removed from the possibility 
of association with those who were less accomplished in crime hon them- 
selves. If they wished to put a stop to crime the best plan of all was to 
secure all the teachers and shut them up, because if there were no teachers 
there would be no scholars. Another thing was that if a youngster had 
failed after a warning, either by recognizances or by a short imprisonment, 


There were some 120 fire insurance | 














Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Reoistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 








Date Emercency Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
, TA. No. 2. KExewics. Joyor. 
14 Mr. Beal Mr. Leach Mr. King Mr. Farmer 
5 Farmer Greswell Church Beal 
Carrington Leach King Farmer 
Pemberton Greswell Church Beal 
urch Leach King Farmer 
Greswell Church Beal 
Me. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Swixrey Eapy. Warerinetoy. NEVILLE. PARKER, 
Monday, Jan........... 14 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Borrer Mr. Theed 
aaee i "15 Carrington #§ Theed Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Wednesday 16 Pemberton Goldschmidt Borrer Bloxam 
Thursday i 1D Theed Bloxam Borrer 
Friday ..... Pemberton Goldschmidt Borrer Greswell 
Sati y Carrington Theed Bloxam Leach 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1907. 


Cuancery Court IV. 
Ma. Justice WARRINGTON. 


| Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Wareixcton will take Actions with 
Witnesses daily throughout the Sittings. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Appeat Cover I. 
The Business to be taken in this Court w.1l, 


from time to time, be announced in the 
Daily Cause List, 


Cuancery Court III. 
Mr. Justice NEVILLE. 


Retained Non-Witness Business will be 
taken on the first day of the Sittings, 
Friday, January 11th, and continued on 
Saturday. Actions with Witnesses will 
be commenced on Monday, January 14th, 
and continued daily throughout the 
Sittings. 


Appgat Court II. 


The Business to be taken im this Court will, 
from time to time, be announced in the 
Daily Cause List. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuascery Court I. 

Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Kexe- 
WICH will take Actions with Witnesses 
daily throughout the Sittings. 


Lorp Cuaycei.on’s Court. 
Mr. Justice JOYCE. 
Fri., Jan. 11 . Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...12 { ib caus, Pets, and no 
Mon ’ay..,...14.. Sitting in chambers 
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Tuesday... . 15 

Wednesday i8| Non-wit list 

Thursday .. 17 

Friday ......18,,.Mote and non-wit list _ 
Saturday .. 19 { Hy caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday ......21...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 22 

Wednesday 23 } Non-wit list 

Thursday ...24 

Friday ..... 25...Mots and non-wit list : 
Saturday ...26 { _ caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday ..... 28 .. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...29 

Wednesday 2| Non-wit list 
Thursday ...31 

Fri., Feb. 1,,.Mots and non-wit list 


Saturday ... 2 bong caus, pets, and non- wit 
Monday .... 4...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 5) 

Wednesday 6 Non-wit list 

Thursday ... 7 ; 

Friday ...... 8 Mots and non-wit list 


Saturday ... 9 { —™ pets, and non-wit 
Monday......11...8itting in chambers 


Tuesday ...12 
Wednesday 13 Non-wit list 
Thursday ...14 ba 
Friday ...... 15 1 and non-wit 4 

t S, pets, non- 
Saturday ...16 | Sht caus, pets, an 
Monday...... 18 ..Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...19) oe 
Wednesday 20 ; Non-wit list 
Thursday ".21) _ 
Friday ..... 22 ..Mots and non-wit list 


Sht caus, pets, and non- 
Saturday ...23 —— 
Monday .. 25...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...26 ‘a 
Wednesday 27 } Non-wit list 
Thursday ...28 


Fri., March 1 Mots and non-wit list 


Saturday ... 2 {tet caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday.... 4...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 5 casas 
Wednesday 6 ) Non-wit list 
Thursday ... 7 mae 
Friday .....8 Mots and non-wit list 


Saturday ... 9 { — caus, pets, and non- wit 


Monday...... 11 Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...12 ) 
Wednesday 13 
Thursday ...14 
Friday ...... 15 . Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...16 wy caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday......18 . Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...19 
Wednesday 20 ) Non-wit list 
Thursday .. 21 
Friday ......22 . Mots and a 

{ Sht caus, pets, and non-wit 
Saturday ...23 } list 


ener... 25 Sitting in chambers 

uesday .....26 wit li 

Wednesday 27 Non-wit list 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includin: 
two copies of the minutes of the pro 
judgment or order, must be left with the 
judge’s clerk one clear day before the 
cause is to be put into the paper. 


N.B.—The following owe on further con- 
sideration are required for the use of the 
judge, viz.: —Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order, 1 copy plead- 
ings, and 1 copy master’s certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 
judge’s clerk one clear day before the 
further consideration is ready to come 
into the paper. 


Non-wit list 


Cuancery Covar II. 
Mr. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 

Fri., Jan. 11,.Mots and gen pa 
Saturday ...12 Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Monday ...14...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday 15 
Wednesday 16 General paper 
Thursday...17 
Friday ...... 18 ..Motsand gen pa 
Saturday ...19 { —— and Manchester 


Monday......21.,,8itting in chambers 
.. 22...8ht caus, pets, and gen pa 


Thursday . 24 } General paper 





Friday ...,..25...Mots and gen pa 

Ba ay ...26...8ht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Monday..,., 28...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...29 

Wednesday 30 } General paper 

Thursday ...31 

Fri., Feb. 1...Mots and gen pa : 
Saturday ... 2 { nme and Liverpool 
Monday...... 4,,.Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 5,..8ht caus, pets, and gen pa 


Thursday ,., : General paper 


4 





Friday ...... 8...Mots and gen pa 

Ba: y ... 9...8ht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Monday......11 . Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...12 

Wednesday 13 > General paper 

Thursday ...14 

Friday ...... 15...Mots and gen pa 

Saturday ...16 | Liverpool and Manchester 


Monday... . 18 ..Sitting in chambers 
Eo > Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
esday 

Thursday ...21 } General paper 

Friday ...... 22 Mots and gen pa 

Saturday .. 23 ..Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 

Monday..... 25...Sitting in chambers 

nesday 27 > Gen: 

Thursday .. 28 lee 

Fri., March 1 . Mots and gen pa 
Manchester and Liverpool 


¥ gen pa 
Saturday ... 9 . Sht caus, pets, anc gen pa 
Monday ...... 11...8itting in chambers 





we 12 

A Aa y 1354 1 paper 
Thursday ...14 

Friday .., 15...Mots and gen pa 


Saturday ...16 { ee os and Manchester 


» ...19 . Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Wednesday 20 

Thursday ...21 } General peper 

Friday ..... 22 ..Mots and gen pa 
Saturday ...23..,.8ht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Monday......25 ..Sitting in chambers 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put into 
the paper. In default the cause will not 
be put in the paper. 


N.B.—The following se gm on further con- 
sideration are required for the use of the 
judge, viz.:—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed ——— or order, 1 copy 
pleadings, and 1 copy master's certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 
ae clerk one clear day before the 
urther consideration is ready to come 
into the paper. 


Kixe’s Benon Covrr. 

Mr. Justice PARKER. 
Fri., Jan. 11...Mots and non-wit list : 
Saturday ...12 { = caus, pets,and non-wit 


Monday......14...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...15 { Comupanies Acts and non- 
Wednesday 16 ms 

Thursday Y i7 } Non-wit list 

Friday ......18,..Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday 10 | {ane pets, and non- 


Monday...... 21...Bitting in chambers 

Tuceday 2a} Se Acts and non- 

Wednesday 231 +. 1 

Thursday . 24} Non-wit list 

Friday ......25 . Mots and non-wit list 

Saturday el pets, and non- 

Monday... . ery in —, 
mpanies Acts non- 

Tuesday ...29 } wit list 


Thee a Non-wit list 

Fri., Feb, 1...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ... 2 so pets, and non- 
Monday..,... 4. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 5 oe Acts and non- 


Teena’. ¢ { Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 8. Mots and non-wit list 


Saturday ... 9 wg caus, pets, and non-wit 
Monday......11 Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday fe Acts and non- 
Wednesday 13 


Thursday ...14 } Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 15 Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...16 | Sat caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday......18.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday 10 | re Acts and non- 


Wednesday 20} os a 
Thursday ...21 4 Non-wit list 
Friday ..... 22...Mots and non-wit list 


Saturday ...28 Sht caus, pets, and non-wit 
Monday,,,.. 25...8itting in chambers 








Acts and non- Friday ..... 22...Mots and non-wit 


list 
Saturday ...23 eo Gaat, FE, SEE SEEN 
Monday .... 25 . Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...26 Com 


Tuesday......26 { = 


Thursday ...28 } Non-wit list 

Fri., March 1 . Mots and non-wit list : 

Saturday ... 2 { = caus, pets, and non-wit 

Monday...... 4.. 7s in yey 
ompanies Acts non- 

wo» 5 | Sit et 

¥ ${ Non-wit list 

Friday ...... 8 Mots and non-wit list 





urd 9) Sht caus, pets, and non-wit 
Se the judge’s clerk not less than one 
Monday ft. eee, clear day before the cause is to be put in 
Tuesday ..12 Hy ag ote nee the . In the cause will not 
Wednesday 13} N it list be put in the paper. 
ureday .. 14) “OD-W! N.B.—The following papers on further 
Friday ..... rrr Se " one = Le Se aan dae of 
caus, pets non-wi! udge, viz. :—Two es utes 
Saturday . 16{ tigt ST: of the proposed judgment or order, 1 
Monday ...18 Sitting in chambers copy = 1 master's 
Tuesday ...19 Companies Acts and non- te. must be in court 
"(wit list } FH 
Wednesday 20 } Non-wit list day before the further consideration 
Thursday ., 21 | is ready to come imto the paper. 





Circuits of the Judges. 


The following judge will remain in town: Tas Lorp Cuter Justice or 
ENGLAND, during the whole of the Circuits; the other judges till their 
respective commission days. 

Notice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the Circuit 
Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be taken on the 
first working day; in other cases the note appended to the name of the 
Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil Business will not be 
taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two judges go there will be 
no alteration in the old practice. 
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Bench Division. 


High Court 


of Justice.—King’s 


Hixary Srrrmes, 1907. 

















"ig Es z 
a 33 sz 
¢ z2 £E 2 os so S aessgrsers 8 
| % <a 6 
— 
.; | 5 Ex E 
“il = $B: 2 Mess2 2 8 
* an = 
Bal é A iB 
p. dad 
fs nee oa m 
m | 2egfst.k . $28 
= gBEas3< = as @ 
-¥ § i & aon Lo] 
¢ a> Bay : s.a se 3 « oe anes : A 
- gl Beers ” > a > - Bem * BE ” " 
=e D- S Of 8 oy 
(2) 4 gar sai b_ | 5 a~s 
| E| 3.5 E $28 
a EB a3 4 yo! a5 < 
* ha 3 es 2: : BEM sss : E 
rs) =z oe A os 
"| &z yi % Zz & 
a § 
¥. 
gE é 2 28 se : : . 5 
— ‘3 > ee) 
< % = 
& a = 
3| 3 i : 
2 E a 
& ea 22 8 : 2: 5 s seetsests = @ 
s| 2 % ws 
al * : Z 
a 
“a 5 3 S., 
a. 8 & as 3 
Ba} ° ae. 2 tegrtsss os g 
| p 3 3 35 
é& a Z & 
a Be ea = :e 
Ee a3 © & ¢ BBs «© = = & te2eeege2 os. 
< ia a4 ile = df 
818 av co 6&3 
4 = - a : 
a Z fo Es = 
J 5 >} o'g >} 5 
| 2 : : & os EE 2>%ssrOerces 
a]: z Mf a) 
a A A . Z a 
A eon i Ea 
ne g Bag 2 BSeas 
sj Besse Es -BESg 
< rio Se eenesneed A BRO” 
i--} od ont ma ao See OS See ee ont OE wee 
S a oo maseEeeg 
= ° eae 8 
f--] Zz 238 Ageds 
. = he 
oo) E Zz of 
e ‘ E Pe | 
2 S se e 9 -_ : me tttese © 8 
fa is 3 
a| & Bei Z os 
a 2 - So 3 
cif za E 
: me 2% : O€ : O seeseteee2 : 
co) 3 ss a 
te ws Zz 
= , a a 
g | 2c? ; 
4;| REE .. a, eer ee 3 
ad BCE 2: SO seeessees § 
4 | 2&3 . 
“ See z 
a ¥ z 
E. P E 
_ 5 & 2 3 =~ ests ee2e% 62 2 
4 - z 
& | & a 
Esl # 5 
EO >) = 
CFT & a ee P - 5 — 
Be Z z 
bo sa SRASean- * © &§ SB QR“KVO2Fgs 2 & 
Ble 5 
=— 
&§ 2 : £ 2s e ssSiscres © ¢ 
A E 
é : : 
= i a 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1907. 
The Appeals or othér Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIV ORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

(General List.) 
905. 


In the Matter of the Cos’ Acts, 1862 to 1900, and in the Matter of Thomas 





Sowler & Sons ld 
Warrington, dated san 8, 1905 (produce order) 
legal personal representative) Aug 21 


1906 


In re J F Boswell, dec Merritt v Boswell appl of M S Emerson from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 30, 1906 (s o for appln to 
to Joyce, J) Feb 16 

Harding v King appl of deft W J Harding King from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated Aug 5, 1905 March 5 

Thellusson v Valentia appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
Feb 22, 1906 (s o apply torestore) March 12 

In re Andrews’ Patent, No. 1,661 of 1901 and In re Patents, Designs and 
Trade Marks Acts, 1883 to 1902 appl of respts, The Flour Oxidising 
Co, from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 16, 1906 (s o not 
before Jan 28) March 17 

In re Budd's Settlement Budd v Hughes appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated April 11, 1906 (s o Feb 1, 1907) May 23 

The Mayor, Aldermen, and Burgesses of the Borough of Bournemouth 
and The Mayor, &c, of Poole and The Urban District Council of Brank- 
some v The Poole District Electric Traction Co ld appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 5, 1906 June l 

Consolidated Pneumatic Tool Co ld v Clark, Tierney and anr appl of 
pltffs from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated May 28,1906 June 
20 Same v Sir W Armstrong, Whitworth & Co ld and ors appl of 
pitffs from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated May 28,1906 June 
20 Same v Ingersoll Sergeant Drill Co and anr appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated May 28, 1906 June 20 

Dudley, Stourbridge and District Electric Traction Cold v Cor gS eee of 
Dudley appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Kady, dated 
June 19,1906 pthd Aug9(s 0) July 3 

In re Edmund Noakes, dec Noakes v Noakes and ors appl of pltff from 
order of Justice Buckley, dated June 15, 1906 (s o Feb 1, 1907) July 9 

Bourne & Tant v Salmon & Gluckstein ld appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated July 4,1906 July 16 

{n re Hutchinson, dec Rome v Rome appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Warrington, dated March 26,1906 July 16 

The Daimler Motor Co (1904) 1d The London Daimler Co ld ag of pltffs 
from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 25,1906 Augl 

Mouchel and anr v Coignet and ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Warrington, dated July 17,1906 Aug7 

Buckler v Inch and sur appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated June 21, 1906 Oct 4 

Willoughby v Paulet appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Neville, 
dated June 23, 1906 Oct 12 

In re Jchn Barnabas Robbins, dec HJ RobbinsvHALeggandors appl 
of pltff from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Aug 9, 1908 
Oct 22 

Reddaway & Co ld v The Irwell and Eastern Rubber Co (Manchester 
District Registry) appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Neville, 
dated July 11,1906 Oct 25 In re The Registered Trade Marks, No 
274 825 and 275,883 in Class 40, and In re The Patents, Designs and 
Trade Marks Acts, 1883 and 1888 (Manchester District Registry) appl 
of J Reddaway & ‘Co for revocation of patent from order of Mr Jus' 
Neville, idated July 11, 1906 (so first day Palatine Appeals, 1907) Oct 25 

In the Matter of Musical Composition entitled the “‘ Liedertafel Series of 
Carols,’’ &c., &c., and in the Matter of the Copyright Act, 1842 appl 
of Reid Bros ld from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated J uly 27, 1906 
Oct 27 

The Shaftesbury Art Gallery ld v Barton Wright appl of deft from orde: 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 18, 1906 (security ordered) Oct 29 

Edgar v Gill appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 
11, 1906 Nov2 

The Peak Hill Gold Fields ld v Simpson and ors appl of deft from order of 
Mr Justice Warrington, dated Aug 8, 1906 Nov7 

In re Slater, dec Slater v Slater appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated June 27, 1906 Nov 9 

Shepheard and ors v Bray and ors appl of defts (Bray's Executors) from 
order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated July 17,1906 Nov9 Shepherd 
and ors v Bray and ors appl of defts (Gaunt’s Executors) from order 
of Mr Justice Warrington, dated July 17, 1906, and cross-notice by 
pltffs, dated Nov 13, 1906 Nov 9 

Kennett v Taylor appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Warrington, 
dated Aug 6, 1906 (security ordered) Nov 13 


appl of P G Andrews from order of Mr Justice 
(s o for appointment of 


In re Richard ’ Wakefield, dec Porter v Wakefield appl of deft from ~ 


order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Oct 26,1906 Nov 13 

Ankerson v Connelly appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Warrington, 
dated July 25, 1906 a 17 

In re Yates, dec Throckmorton v Pike appl of defts E F Merriman and 
anr from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Aug 9,1906 Nov 19 

Lowther and ors v Cammell, Laird & Co 1 tand The Workington 
Harbour and Dock Board appl of defts The W orkington Harbour and 


Dock Board from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Aug 8, 1906 ~ 


Nov 22 
In re J W M Baillie, dec Braithwaite v Baillieand ors appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 27,1906 Dec 8 


The Star Cycle Co ld v Frankenburgh appl of pltffs from order of Mr. 


Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 16,1906 Dec 11 

Switer v Switer appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated — 
Nov 7, 1906 Dec 12 

J B Brooks & Co ld v Rendall, Underwood & Co ld appl of defts trom: 
order of Mr Justice Swinfen’ Eady, dated Nov 10, 1906 Dec 13 
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The Northam Bridge and Roads Co v South Stoneham Rural District Council 
appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 26, 1906 


Dec 15 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 23,1906 Dec 15 


Neave v BN Cldandors Bohn v Neaveand ors appl of E Bohn from | : 1906, granting the bankrupt’s 


In the Matter of William Simeon Jerome, Gentleman, Solicitor of the 
Supreme Court appl of petnr A A Croxford from order of Mr Justice 


Kekewich, dated Dec 5,1906 Dec 21 


The Mayor & of Westminster v The Vicar and Churchwardens of St 


Martin’s in the Fields appl of pltffs from order of Mr. Justice Joyce 
dated Nov 30, 1906 Dec 22 


In ire Beyfus & Beyfus, Solicitors lof the Supreme Court appl of A and 
P Beyfus from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Oct 29, 1906 


(produce order) Dec 22 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1906. 


The Lord Mayor, Aldermen and Burgesses of the City of Bristol vW D 
Canning, Clerk to the Commrs of Sewers for the lower level of the 


County of Gloucester appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated July 4,1906 July 12 
In the Matter of the Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 and in the Matter of Clinton's 
Gold Concessions 1d (in liquidation) appl of E C Clinton from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 31, 1906 Aug 13 
In re Lacy, dec Howard and ors v Lightfoot and anr appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 15, 1906 (produce order) 
Nov 26 
Shrewsbury v Shrewsbury appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated Nov 28, 1906 Dec 6 
Leetham & Sons ld and ors v Johnstone- White appl of deft from order of 
Mr Justice Neville, dated Dec 7, 1906 (produce order) Dec 13 
Truman, Hanbury, Buxton, & Co ld v A Harris and Harris, his wife 
appl of deft A Harris from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Dec 14, 
1906 Dec 21 
Wright v Davy appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Nov 22, 1906 (produce order) Dec 22 


FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1906 


Divorce’ De Manin v De Manin G L A Oomte de Hamel de Manin 
(Applicant) v A Comtesse de Hamel de Manin (Respt) appl of applicant 
from judgt of The President, dated Aug 6, 1906 Aug 18 

Probate Drake v Sykes appl of pitff from judgt of The President, dated 
July 26, 1906, jury discharged, Middlesex Oct 26 

Divorce Francis Stewart Henry Todd (Petnr) v Charlotte Elizabeth Rose 
Francis Todd (Respt) William Cunniam (Co-Respt) appl of petnr 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Oct 26, 1906 

(New Trial Paper.) 

Probate In re The Estate of John Hedley, dec William Wainwright 

and Edmund David White v John Herbert Hedley appl of deft from 


judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated Aug 1, 1906, with a jury, Liverpool 
Nov 15 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(General List.) 
1906. 

In re Henry Doubleday, dec Kelly v Doubleday appl of Deft McNally 
from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, 
dated Aug 8, 1906 Sept 13 

Manchester District Trust and Discount Co ld v R 8 Bankes appl of 
Pitff Co from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of 
Lancaster, dated Oct 30,1906 Dec 11 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re The Judgment Debtors (expte The Judgment Debtors), No 30 of 
1906, Bankruptcy Notice from an order of a Divisional Court (sitting in 
Bankruptcy), dated 6th July, 1906 

In re The Judgment Debtors (expte The Judgment Debtors), No. 49 of 
1906, Bankruptcy Notice from an order of a Divisional Court (sitting in 
Bankruptcy), dated 6th July, 1906 

In re W J Townsend (expte J Greener), No 998 of 1906 from a receiving 
order made by Mr Registrar Brougham, dated Oct 18, 1906, and an 
aoe of en, dated Nov 8, 1906, made by Mr Registrar Link- 

ter pth 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), No. 70 of 1906 from an order of a 
Divisonal Court (sitting in Bankruptcy), dated 27th Nov, 1906, 
dismissing with costs the debtor’s appeal from a receiving order made 
in the County Court of Warwickshire (Birmingham) 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), No. 1,250 of 1906 from a receiving 
order made by Mr Registrar Linklater, dated 3rd Dec, 1906 

In re The Debtors (expte The Petitioning Creditors), No 1,222 of 1906 

from an order of Mr Registrar Giffard, dated 1ith Dec, 1906, adjourning 
the further hearing of the petition until the 5th Feb, 1907 
In re J C Hall (expte The Official Receiver, Trustee), No 9 of 1906 from 


In re H T Van lose Sage Gs International Assets Oo, ld, M 
and T Perkins, g as Lester & Perkins), No 91 of 1906 from an 
order of discharge made by Mr Linklater, dated 6th Nov, 


discharge 
nreH T Van Laun (expte H W Obatterton), No 91 of 1906 from an 
order of Mr Justice B , dated 27th Nov, 1906 ~ 
In re W Tyler (expte Official Receiver, Trustee), No. 526 of 1896 
from an order of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 15th Nov, 1906 


(To be continued.) 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Hizary Srrrinas, 1907. 
Notices Re.atmxe to roe Cuancery Cause List. 


Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 
the Hilary Sitt: Paper. 

Mr. Justice Kexewicn—Retained Non- Witness Business will be taken 
on the first day of the es Friday, January 11th, and continued on 
Saturday. Actions with Witnesses will be commenced on Monday, 
January 14th, and continued daily throughout the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Joyce will take his business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Swrvren Eapy will take business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Swrvrzn Eany will take 
Liverpool and Manchester Business as follows: Summonses in Chambers, 
Motions, Short Causes, Petitions, and — Summonses on 8, 
the 19th January, the 2nd and 16th y, and the 2nd and 16th 


March. 

Mr. Justice Warrtnoton.— t when other business is advertised in 

the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice n will sit for the disposal of 
his Lordship’s Witness List daily throughout the Sittings. 
Mr. Justice Nevitte.—Retained Non- Witness Business will be taken on 
the first day of the Sittings, Friday, January 11th, and continued on 
Saturday. Actions with Witnesses will be commenced on Monday, 
Jan 14th, and continued daily throughout the Sittings. 

Mr. Festies Parker will take his Business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Joycz, Mr. 
Justice Swinren Eapy, and Mr. Justice Parxex will sitin courtevery Monday 
during the sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be 
heard Mr. Justice Joyce, Mr. Justice Swivrzn Eapy, and Mr. Justice 
PARKER. 


Srectat Notice witn Rererence To tHe Caancery Wirness Lasts, 


During the Hilary Sittings the judges will sit for the disposal of 
Witness Actions as follows: 

Mr. _ Kexewicu will take the Witness List for Kexewicr and 
Joycs, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Warrinoton will take the Witness List for Warrincron 
and Parker, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Neviiuez will take the Witness List for Swrvren Eapy and 
Nevitte, JJ. 


Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to December 22nd, 1906.) 
In re Lovettand Robinson's Contract 


and In re The Vendor and Pur- 
chaser Act adjd sumns 


Before Mr. Justice Kexewica. 


Retained Business, 
Motions. 


In ein Union Agricola Trade 
Mi 


ar 
In re Kent County Gas Light and 
Coke Cold 2 motions 

Lowen v Gare 

C J Smith v Hudson & Hills 
Renault Freres ld v A Gaal & Co 
Geddes v Waterlow &Sonsld Same 
v Stewart & Co ld 

Edwards v J Norman Snow & Co ld 
Attorney - General v Oorpn of 
Brighton 

Tavener v Cuff 

Phillip v Penell 

Hodgson v Borradaile 


Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Henderson Henderson v 
Henderson adjd sumns 

In re W Nash Nashv Nash adjd 
sumns 

Rampling v Rampling adjd sumns 
In re Moore’s sts Lewis v 
Moore adjd sumns 

Expte The Rector of St Mary, Wool- 
noth and In re The Lands Clauses 





es of a Divisional Court, sitting in Bankruptcy, dated 4th Dec, 


Consolidation Acts adjd sums 





Non- Witness Action. 
Davies v Hutchings 


Further Consideration. 
In re Thomas Sutherst Sutherst v 
Haslam fur con 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Wells v The Alliance Motor Bus Co 


motn to (to come 
on with trial Rosenthal v 
Janowitz, not yet set down) 
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Ormerod, Grierson & Co v St 
bone oy Ironworks act 

Ne te Glass Tile Co ld v Law- 
son’s Non-conducting Com- 
position Co act 

Harlech v Huntly act 

Hathaway v Hathaway act 

Specterman v Hiam act 

Lowen v Gare act 

Ideal Bedding Co ld v Holland act 

In re Macfarren Steel v Wheldon 


act 

Copestake v Hoper act 

Attorney-Gen v Trotter act 

Loach v Coley act 

Weller v Brace act 

Wilson v The Kent County Gas 
Light and Coke Co ld_ act 

Badham v Reese act 

Moser v Greig act and mf j 

de Burgh v Dott act 

James v Institute of Chartered 
Accountants act and counter- 
claim 

Miers v Branfill act 








Swan v The Albermarle Mansion ld | 


act and counter-claim 
Brown v Strong act 
In re Wagstaff Wagstaff v Jalland 


act 
Smale v Stidder act without plead- 
ings 





Before Mr Justice Joyce. 
Retained. 
Smith v Law Guarantee Trust Soc 
act (not before Jan 21) 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
Halm v Liverpool Gold Coast 
Syndicate ld adjd sumns 

In re McKay Herford v McKay 
adjd sumns 

In re Tonks and Gill’s Contract and 
the V & P Act, 1876 adjd 


sumns 
In re Henry Jones Jones v Jones 


adjd sumns 

In re Parsons Parsons v Parsons 
adjd sumns 

In re Garrard Gordon v Craigie 
adjd sumns 


In re Ann Searle’s Will and In re 
W Searle’s Estate adjd sumns 
In re Ingledew Beddomev Abbott 


adjd sumns 

Inre Thomas Hansard v Thomas 
adjd sumns 

In re Loder Loder v Cunliffe 
adjd sumns 


In re Owen, dec Jerman v Le 
Masson adjd sumns 

In re McDonald, dec Browning, 
Todd & Co v McDonald adjd 


sumns 
In re Wright Dunn vy Stamp adjd 


sumns 

Turberville vy Cory adjd sumns 

In re Arther Ellis, dec Desart y 
Em!] adjd sumns 

In re Joseph Parkes, dec Cutler v 
Parkes adjdsumns 

In re Williams Baker v Potts 
adjd sumns 

In re Roberts Baker v Nutt adjd 


sumns 
In re Beasley Pauly Beasley adjd 


sumns 

In re Day Pidock v Day adjd 
sumns 

In re Cooke Cooke v Cooke adjd 
sumns 

In re Foxwell Phillips v Noon 
adjd sumns 

Ih re Polglase, dec Townsend v 
Nation adjd sumns 

Sulley v Lawrie adjd sumns 

InreJ and Sheridan’s Contract 

re the Vendor and 

Purchaser Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Mackintosh, dec Ficklin v 
Hamilton adjd sumns 





In re Leggett, dec Vincent v 
Roberts adjd sumns 

In re Davey Hollingsworth v 
Davy adjd sumns 

In re Bowden Lockwood v Wragg 
adjd sumns 

In re H Gutteridge ld Joseph v 
The Company m f j (short) 

In re Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882 Green vy Green adjd 
sumns 

In re The Rivers Pollution Preven- 
tion Acts, 1876 and 1893 and In 
re a Plaint entered in the Dews- 
bury County Court against the 
Ravensthorpe Urban District 
Council adjd sumns 

In re Same (expte Marshall, Kaye 
& Marshall ld) adjd sumns 

In re Staley Youngv Tooth adjd 
sumns 

In re Newton De Lacey v Church 
Missionary Soc adjd sumns 

In re Wilkinson Richardson v 
Wilkinson adjd sumns 

In re Reynolds Standcumbe v 
Reynolds adjd sumns 


Further Considerations. 
In re Electric Lamp Renovating Co 
ld Bell vy The Company fur con 
In re McGrorty, dec McGrorty v 
McGrorty fur con 





Before Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses.) 
Western Suburban, &c, Bldg Soc v 
Rucklidge act 
Steers v Willis act 


Montgomery v Wilkins counter- 
claim 

Cropper v Margetson act and 
counterclaim 


Trustees of Flower, a Bankrupt v 
Higgins act 


Further Considerations. 
Inre Williams Williams v Williams 
fur con (short) 
Thomas v Jeremiah 
two adjd sumns 
In re Truswell, dec Robson v 
Cooper fur con (short) 


fur con and 


Causes for Trial Without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
Law Guarantee and Trust Soc ld v 
Bottomley act (8 0) 

Earl of Aberdeen v Drury adjd 
sumns 

In re Gibson, a Solr adjd sumns 

Des Voux v Des V@ux adjd sumns 

In re Swinton, dec Williams v 
Swinton adjd sumns 

In re Holme, dec Middleton v 
Holme adjd sumns 

In re Tomlinson, dec Tomlinson 
v Tomlinson adjd sumns 

In re Baker and Salmon’s Contract 
and In re the Vendor and Pur- 
chaser Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Fothergill, dec Musgrave v 
Miller adjd sumns 

In re J G Fowler and Wyon and In 
re G Wreford’s Contract adjd 
sumns 

In re Marshall 
adjd sumns 

In re Perkins 
adjd sumns 

Aitcheson v Meux adjd sumns 

In re Joseph Davis’s Charity adjd 


Jones v Smith 


Perkins v Brown 


sumns 

In re Sichel Killick v Anderton 
adjd sumns 

Roberts v Jackson adjd sumns 

In re Williams armeter v 


Williams adjd sumns 

In re Benson, dec Ward v Malton 
adjd sumns 

In re Studd’s Will Trusts Barnes 
v Studd adjd sumns 





In re Perkins, dec Perkins v Dean 
adjd sumns 

In re Pryce, dec In re Barnes, dec 
James v Bowen Pryce v Bowen 
adjd sumns 

In re Packer Hicks v Packer 
adjd sumns 

Inre Dyson Dysonv Mason adjd 
sumns 

In re Hepworth, dec Arthur v 
Pitman adjd sumns 

In re Adams,dec Adams v Burdett 
adjd sumns 

In re Langford, dec Beck v Heal 
adjd sumns 

In re Weston and Thomas’s Con- 
tract and In re the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874 adjd 
sumns 

Raine v The Tees Valley Water 
Board adjd sumns 

In re Pickburn,dec Lea v Pick- 
burn adjdsumns 

In re Saimond, dec Salmond v 
Williams adjd sumns 

In re W Grant’s Settlement Grant v 
Wadmore adjd sumns 

In re Naylor Naylorv Naylor adjd 
sumns 

In re Ipswich Reading, &c. Rooms 
Trust Bond v Cobbold adjd 
sumns 

In re Brown & Selor adjd sumus 

In re Ingram’s Trust In re 
Jackson, aninfant adjd sumns 

In re Roby’s Will Newington v 
Newton adjd sumns 

In re Hon Robert Reid Reid v 
Reid adjd sumns 

In re Gabriel Gabriel v Gabriel 
adjd sumns 

In re Wharton Glasson v Union 
Assce Soc adjd sumns 


In re Souter Brooke v Talbot 
adjd sumns 

In re Robinson Arden v Arden 
adjd sumns 


In re Arnyot Wilson v Todd adjd 
sumns 

Hardy v National Standard Life 
Assce Corpn adjd sumns 

United Kingdom Lighting Trust v 
Kitson adjd sumns 

In re Sampson, dec Sampson v 
Sampson adjd sumns 

In re Vaughan Vaughan v Day 
adjd sumns 

In re Tucker 
adjd sumns 

In re Shrimpton Harrison v 
Shrimpton adjd sumns 

In re Higgs Last v Higgs adijd 
sumns is 

Attorney-Gen v Barry Ry adjd 
sumns 

Same v Same adjd sumns 

In re Harris Parker v Harris adjd 
sumns 

In re Lovell and Collard’s Contract 
and In re the Vendor and Pur- 
chaser Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Brougham Brougham v 
Brougham adjd sumns 

H.M. Postmaster - General v 


Tucker v Tucker 


National Telephone Co special 
case 
In re Shelley’s Estate Shelley 


v Shelley 


ad _ sumns 
In re Lacon Hare v Allier adjd 
sumns 


In re Shipley Timber Sawmills Co 
ld Cryerv The Company mfj 
(short) 

In re De Souza’s Trust and In re 
the Trustee Act, 1893 adjd 


sumns 

In re Harlech Estate Hation v 
The Earl of Winchelsea adjd 
sumns 

In re Harlech Estate and In re 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 
adjd sumns 

Aylen v Oorke m fj (short) 





In re Lund Middleton v Lund 
adjd sumns 

In re Thomas Rogers, dec Griffiths 
v Davies adjd sumns 

Jones v Davies m f j (short) 





Before Mr. Justice WarrinerTon. 
Retained by Order. 
Adjourned Summonses, &c. 

In re Coventry’s Trusts Meredith 

v Coventry adjd sumns pt hd 


(8 0) 
In re Dodson, dec In re AL P 
Gibson v Dodson 


Dodson, dec 
adjd sumns 

In re David’s Trusts Griffiths y 
Morgan statement of facts 

In re Bonham Carter’s Trusts 
Carter v Carter adjd sumns 

Bake v French adjd sumns 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

In re Letters Patent, No 14,006 of 
1903, granted to J N Alsop and 
In re The Patents, &c. Acts 

tn for revocation (s o until after 
omptroller’s decision) 

Marshall v Morrison act and m fj 
pt hd 

Moneyweight Advertising Co (1905) 
ld v Hunt and ors act and m fj 

Blencowe and ors v The North- 
amptonshire County Council act 

Rees and ors v Owen act 

Society of Accountants v Goodway 
and ors act (for Jan 28, subject 
toa pt hd) 

Clifford v Timms act Olifford v 
Phillips act 

Wemys (Widow) v Hughes Jones 
act (to follow No 8, by order) 

Checkley v Johnson act 

In the Matter of the Patents, 
Designs and Trade Marks Acts, 
1883 to 1888, and In the Matter, 
&c 8 Courtance & Co ld v Max 
Muller petn for revocation 

Smith and anr v Carlisle and anr 
consolidated acts 

Leckie v Kershaw act 

In re Shewell’s Marriage Settlement 
Holder v Quarrell act In re 
Shewell, dec Quarrell v Shewell 
adjd sumns (to come on with 
above, by order) 

Lidbetter v Hunt act 

Beston v Watts act 

Howatson v Webb by original act 
Webb v Howatson and ors by 
counterclaim transferred from 
K B Division (by order) 

In re Robert Sparkhall, dec Mossop 
v Steward and ors act 

Hill v Clifford act 

Shore v Rhodes act 

Godden v The Kent County Gas 
Light, & Co act 

Harrison, Barber, & Cold v Spalding 
act 


Cullum v Summerskill act 

Marcussen v Collison act 

Evans v Bryan Works 1d act 

Lipman v Sibley act 

Lewis v Austin act 

Felton v Ball act 

In re The Penrith Middlegate 
Brewery Cold The Whitehaven 
Joint Stock Banking Co ld v The 
Penrith Middlegate Brewery Co 
ld act 

Before Mr. Justice Nevitxe. 
Retained by Order. 
Petition. 
Lutley v Pugsley 


Adjourned Summonses. 


In_ re a Attorney-Gen 4 
Treasury Solr adjd sumns ; 
In re Barber, dec wn v Malm- 


berg adjd sumns 
Montravel v East Argentine Ry Oo 
ld adjd sums 
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In re Naylor Leyland v Naylor 
adjd sumns 

In re Smith Cox v Dale adjd 
sums 

Nugent vNugent adjdsumns 

In re Tottenham, dec Tottenham 
v Tottenham adjd sumns 

In re Cattell, dec Cattell v Cattell 
adjd sumns 

In re Clark Clark v Clark adjd 
sumns (with witnesses) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Whyte v Ash act without plead- 
ings 

The Ystalyfera Iron Co v Ystalyfera 
Collieries Co act and counter- 
claim pt hd (fixed for Jan 21) 

In re Ballinger, dec Tomkins v 
Ballinger act 

Williamson v Danbar 
counterclaim (s 0) 

In re 8S G Brown’s Patent, 1,434 of 
1899 and In re The P D and T M 
Acts etn for revocation (not 
before Jan 29) 

Notaras v Notaras act and counter- 
claim (8 0) 

Pite v Balfour act and counter- 
claim 

Norrish vy Loosemore act and 
counterclaim (not before Feb 12) 

Decies v Beresford act (s 0) 

Ruiz v Sir W G Armstrong, Whit- 
worth & Cold act and counter- 
claim 

Earl of Lichfield vy Chambers act 

Davies v Rock House Hotel Oo 
act 

Dibden v Skirrow act 

Same vSame act 

Duval v Hanson, Brown & Co ld 


act and 


act 
In re J T Hill, dec Hill v Dykes 
act 
Barrs v Wilkinson act 
Brett v Tweedie act 
Penny v Keen act 
Fuller v Thornton 
Moore act, counterclaim 


Thornton v 
and 


mij 

The Trustees of the Property of 
H E Bond, a Bankrupt v H E 
Bond & Cold act 

Lewis v Menneer act 

Fielden v Fielden act 

Thompson v Hickman act 

Smith v Harris act and counter- 
claim 

Wright v Eyton act 

Browne v London County Council 


act 
bccn v Ellis & Kingsford act 
Mouchel v Cubitt act 
The Bettoniss Non-Skid Tyres ld v 
Russell act and counterclaim 
— v Kyte act Kyte v Salvage 


ll Cardwell v Sanderson act 
and counterclaim 

Thos, Cook & Son v Thomas Cook 
& Son act 

Corsellis v London County Council 
act 

Ray v Porter act 

Smith v Woodward act 

Exchange Steamship Co ld v Lom- 
bard Steamship Cold act 

Bird v List act 

Goatley v Jones act 

Spottiswoode v Brittan act 

Lloyd v Deudraeth Rural District 
Council act 

Edison-Bell Consolidated Phono- 
graph Co ld v The National 
Phonograph Co act 

Haydon v Petgrave act 

Browne v Hurley act 

Amey v Barwell ' act 

Bennet v Bond act and counter- 


claim 
Stubbs ld v Parmiter act 





Freeth v Kent we Gas Light 
and Coke Co act 

Baker v Cockbain act 

McBlain v Spink & Son ld act 
(without pleadings) 

a Insulator CovS. Schultz & Co 


pe v Pearce act 

James v Boulanger act 

Waterfield v Martin act 

Hardy v National Standard Life 
Assce Corpn Id act (without 
pleadings) 

In re George Jones, dec Jones v 
Jotcham act 

Evans v Evans act and counter- 
claim 

Silver v Harris & Sheldon ld act 

Cheese v Keen act and counter- 
claim 

In re Thomas Williams, dec Tatem 
v Hurman act 

C Phillipsbourne ld v Hawes act 

Cross v Spaiding act 

Wollmer v Bottomley act 

Horner v Batty act 

Belton v Wintle act 





Before Mr. Justice Parker. 
Retained by Order. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses.) 

Robertson v Purdey act pt hd 
(s o Jan 17) 

Farndell v Cuddon and The Mutual 
Economic Issues]d act pt hd 
A C Potter & Co v Kent Coal Con- 
cessions ld and anr act pt hd 

(s 0) 

The Sondage Syndicate v A E 
Potter & Co act (to come on 
with above) 

Beesley v Jonas & Colver ld act 
Jonas & Colver ld v Beesley and 
ors act 


Further Considerations. 
O 8 Eland v W Tice fur con 


| Halkett v The Earl of Dudley fur 


con and adjdsumns No 10 

In re Pearce, dec Pengelley v 
Bastow fur con 

Causes for Trial without Witnes-«s 

and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Charlesworth, dec Scott v 
Herrnhut adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Elizabeth Harrison, dec 
Wissenden v Smith adjd sumns 

In re Shore, dec Clarke v Shackle 
adjd sumns 

In re Hanmer, dec Hanmer v 
Keynon adjd sumns 

In re Olayton Clayton v Clayton 


adjd sumns 
In re a dec Chadwick v 
Gran reetham adjd sumns 


In re + Jardine and the Aston 
Estate Contract ld In re Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1894,. and 
In re the at cer Act, 1881 
adjd sumn 

In re ‘Richards, dec Miles v National 
Safe Deposit Cold adjd sumns 

In re Golding, dec Golding v 
Golding adjd sumns 

Halkett v Earl of Dudley adjd 
sumns (to come on with fur con) 

In re Bowen's Settlement In re 
J B Bowen, dec In re The 
Finance Act, 1894 adjd sumns 

In re Halsey, dec Bankes v West- 
gate adjd sumns 

In re Theobald, dec Theobald v 
Masse adjd sumns 

In re Joseph Steel, dec, and In re 
The Trustee Act adjd sumns 

In re William Steel, dec Bebbing- 
den v Bebbingden. adjd sumns 

In re Joseph Heath, dec Cooney v 
Heath adjd sumns 

In re Hickson, dec Hickson v 
Peake adjd sumns 

In re The Arbitration Act, 1889, 





and In re an Arbitration between 
Dinerstein & Davis and Smith 


cial case 
In re Farrar’s Settlement Farrar v 
Farrar adjd sumns 
In re Cumberland’s Estate Cum- 
berland vy Page Riggall v Page 
adjd sumns 
In re De la Hoyde’s Estate De la 


—— v De la Hoyde adjd 
sum: 
In ie Mitchell, dec Mitchell 


v Mitchell adjd sumns 

In re Smith’s Settlement Jacobs 
Smith v Smith adjd sumns 

In re Nathan, dec Herring v Spyer 
adjd sumns 

in re Dudgeon’s Estate Burgin v 
Dudgeon adjd sumns 

Thomas and ors v Griffiths mfj 

In re Keith Falconer’s Settlement 
Bradshaw v Beavan adjd sumns 

In re Shapter, dec Sherriff v 
Short adjd sumns 

In re Joseph Robinson, dec Harri- 
son v Booth adjd sumns 

In re Henry Leverett, dec In re 
M O Lambert, dec Hodge v 
Moss adjd sumns 


Companies (Winding-up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Petitions. 

Steel Core Concrete Co ld (petn of 
T A Richardson—s o from Sept 
26, 1906, to Jan 15, 1907) 

Thomas Salt & Co ld (petn of CH 
Watson so from Oct 30, 1906, 
to come on with a petition to 
sanction a scheme of arrange- 
ment) 

Motor Enterprises ld (petn of W R 
Horncastle and anr s o from 
Dec 11, 1906, to Jan 15, 1907) 

Beves & Owen id (petn of Black & 
Gayford so from Dec 11, 1906, 
to Jan 22, 1907) 

Cwmtillery Red Ash Colliery ld 
(petn of D Collier s o from Dec 
11, 1906, to Jan 15, 1907) 

~~ m Steamship Go ld —s tn of 

ones and anr so from 11, 
1906, to Jan 15, 1907) 

Deep Leads Electric Transmission 
Op ld (petn of Victorian Deep 
Leads | fen dors sofrom Dec 18, 
1906, to Jan 29, 1907) 

D’Eres by House ld (petn of Ken- 
sington Estates Co ld s o from 
Dec 18, 1906, to Jan 15, 1907) 

Nova Scotia Collieries ld (petn of 
C Owles s o from Dec 18, 1906, 
to Jan 15, 1907) 

Shipowners and Merchants Agency 








ld (petn of T Harland so from 
Dec 18, 1906, to Jan 15, 1907) 
Kent County Gas Light & Coke Co 
ld (petn of J R Carmona & ors) 
P n Quarries ld (petn of 


) 

Souvenir Publishing 8 
(petn of Wertheimer 

Travellers’ Olub (Paris) 1d (petn of 
Albert Miles) 

Railway Public Works and Mines 
Development Co ld (peta of 
William H Hart & Co) 

Sheffield and Swedish Steel and Iron 
Co Id (petn of H Elson) 


Petition (to restore Oompany’s 
Name to r) under Com- 
panies Act, 1 

Church Newspaper Oo Id (petn of 
John Galpin ld—s o from Dec 18, 
1906 to Jan 15, 1907) 


Com W 
"Shancary Di 


Mayfair Printing rl Publishing 
ld (for leave to issue writ of 
attachment—ordered a's, 
over generally on April 3, 1906) 
Crigglestone Ooal Co ld Stewart v 
Criggleatone Coal Co ld and ors 
(for ion to concur in sale— 
order to s o generally on Sept 5, 
1906 


uP) and 


Colossal Cycle and Component 
Manufacturing Corpn Id (for leave 
to issue writ of attachment 
—s o from Dec 18, 1906, to Jan 
15, 1907) 

Arkell Brothers ld (to enforce pay- 
ment into the Companies Liquida- 
tion account) 


Companies (Winding up). 
Court Summonses. 

Syria Ottoman Railway Co ld (as to 

proofs of debt of W Parker— 

ordered to s0 on Jan 11, 1906, to 
be tried with certain actions be- 
fore Mr Justice Farwell) 

Nelson & Co ld (as to claims— 
ordered to s o generally on March 
28, 1906) 

(further directions as to ~ 


B C Development Co ld (mis- 


feasance 
Samuel Allen & Sons ld cemens # 


of plant and machinery 
witnesses) 








names and 


or before Jan 21, to ir names 

C C H Sywprcars, Liurrep ~Credit rs are 
names and ad and the particu 

, 8 and 4, Gt Winchester st, liq 

Cycuists Surry Co, Liurrep —Petn for 
Jan 15. Bell & Co, pp aigeer Ark la, for Clark 
ing must reach h Bell & 

Doxe & Co, Jem 


directed to 
reddy Church In, Ta 
the above-named not 


their names 
Feasey, 9, Old Jewry chmbrs. 





Thomas 
liquidator 


lars of 
uidator 


Plymouth, as aera Petn for winding up 
heard at vistook, eclor for poten 


Tavistock, solor -. Notice of 
later than 6 o'clock in afternoon of Jan 22 


Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Jan. 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lucrep u Cuanozry. 


AnmapaLs Motors, Liurep —Creditors are required, on 
dresses, and of ther debts or 
Cannon st Poture & Dolton’ Guildball chmbes, Basinghall st, 


Association Guyerat, ae fy are arent. =a 


their names and addresses, and aad 
George Walker, 19, 8t Swithin’s la, 


Baristo. Co-opsrative Prawo Propvorive Society, Liurrep —Oreditors are required, on 
addresses, or 


and the particulars of their debts 


claims, to Char ice Sa a 


eng, rege on , directed to be heard 
bay 


solor for petner. 


than 6 o’dlock in the afternoon of J. 


. Plymouth, i 23, at 10.80. 


ft 
i 
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J. 8. Hatt & Co, Lunrsn—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 12, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Fenn Kidson, 2, 
Gresham bldgs, liquidator 

New Expvostves Co, Limitep (In orated in 1885)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr L. G. Duff Grant, 62, London wall. Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton av, solors for 
i This notice does not concern the New Explosives Co, Limited, incorporated 

6 
Pnaotoutno Partixc-Surrace Co, Liurrrp—Craditors are required, on or before Jan 31, 
in their names and addresses, with particulars of their ebts or claims, to 
Arthar Cleveland, 8t Michael’s House, Basinghall st, liquidator 

Paisciratity Sure Co, Liurrep—Creditor: are required, on or before Feb 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Thomas, 14, Water st, Liverpool, liquidator 

Qvantzite Co, Limitrp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 16, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Damon Rowand, 
29, Mark In, liquidator 

Rorrr & Sox (Braprorp), Liurrep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 30, to send full particulars of their debts or claims to Mr. Wiiliam Stones, Com- 
me:cial Bank bldgs, Bradford. Mossman & Co, Bradford, colors for liquidator 


Sure “ Camwprtan Mowanrcn,” Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Thomas, 14, Water st, Liverpool, liquidator 

Sovvesia Pusiisarxc Syxpicatez, Loutep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 13 
directed to be heard Jan 15. Neve & Co, Lime st, solors for petners. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 14 

Travetters Crvp (Parts), Linirep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 18, directed to 
be heard Jan 15. Cran, King’s Bench walk, Temple, solor for petner. Notice of 

yume must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

‘an 14 
London Gasette.—Tvurspay, Jan. 8, 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep tx CHANCERY. 


Baraica Gocn Strate Quarry Co, Limtrep (1x_Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Edward Williams, Frongoch, Corris, Merioneth, liquidator 

Mauay Expioratiow Syxpicate. Lontep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before February 19 to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts and claims, to Arthur Giffard, Blomfield House, London Wall, liquidator 

Nortn Wares Hypro axp Horets, Liutrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 14, 

i to be heard at the Magistrates’ Room, Bangor, Jan 21, at 1.30. Tonge, Gt 
Grimsby, solor to petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
then 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 19 

Rep Cross Savixe Stamp Co, Luurzp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 18, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander 
James Baxter, 63, Cornhill, liquidator 

Ruosy Taeatre axp Enxtertarnments Co (1906), Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or 

lore Jan 28, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to W. Roden, Town Hall chmbrs, High st, Rugby, liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette,—Faipay, Jan. 4 


Tuomrsox, Witttam Govtpex, Manchester Feb 4 Thompson v Bentley, Registrar, 
Manchester 


Chew & Sons, Manchester 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette,—Farivay, Jan. 4, 
AgusTRoNG, Jocx Kixestey, Pietersburg, Transvaal, South Africa March 1 Morgan & 


Co, Old Broad st 
Arzez, Joux, Horbury, Yorks, Carpenter Jan28 Dickinson, Wakefield 


Baris, Farperick Georct, Maidenhead, Newspaper Proprietor Feb 20 Thomas, 
Maidenhead 
Bexsox, Wiii1am, Penwortham, nr Preston Feb5 W & A Blackhurst, Preston 


Bixcaam, Wi.t1am, Crowborough, |Sussex, Contractor Feb 16 Pearless & Co, East 


Bowsz, Dosotuy, Derby Jan26 Marriott, Nottingham 
Bust, Jegue Lovett, Hook Norton, Oxford, Harness Maker Feb 23 Wilkins & Toy, 
n 


pping Norto 

Barpouax, Epwarp Joux, College hill, Cannon st, Solicitor Feb 12 Bridgman & Co, 
Col hill, Cannon st 

Bayaxt, Sanan Axx, Acton Green Jan3i1 Ruston & Co, Brentford 


Boresiyt, Tuomas Hexey Kxow es, Batley, Yorks, Accountant Jan 31 Scatcherd & Co, 
Cataxs, Jonx, Thropton, Northumberland, Labourer Feb 12 Hindmarsh, Alnwick 


Caney, 8vsax, Sandford, Winscombe, Somerset Jan 2i Powell, Banwell, Somerset 
Cossrr, Joux, Norwich, Chemist Feb2 Hill, Norwich 





Davies, Conwe.ivs, Lianfynydd, Hope, Flint Feb4 Sisson, Wrexham 


Dz Pexasco, Sansn Gronotxa Baxen, Lausanne, Switzerland Feb 2 Upperton & Cov, 
4 in’s inn fiel*« 
Fievpixo, Meanicn, Shaw, Lancs Feb9 Cheetham, Shaw 


Piawtsors, Eowarp Hexay, Deal Feb 4 Brown & Brown, Deal 
Fismixo, Jaxz, King’s Stagg, Dorset March 2 Brennand, Sturminster Newton, | 


Foap, Masy Axx, Loughborough Feb 15 Moss & Taylor, Loughborough 


Foner, Batax, Holdgate Fee, Ludlow, Salop, Tinplate Worker Feb 1 Clark & Co,, | 
Geen, Beags Meanaes, Pernambuco, Brazil, Telegraphist Feb 5 Bircham & Co, Old 


Goswart, Jous, Totterdown, Bristol Feb1s King, Bristol 
Hasou, Bex 
East 


Haxuosp, Wittam, Wickham Market, Suffolk Jan31 Read, Wickham Market 


, Huddersfield, Paper Manufacturer Feb 18 Jones & Wells, | 
| 





Hawwarorp, Ury Nicnoxts, Portecatho, Gerrans, Cornwall Feb 15 Curl phens, 
St Austell, Cornwall . ’ oe meas ©: 


Hersert, Wittiam Joux, New Windsor, Berks Jan 31 Lovegrove & Durrant, Windsor 

Herrivetox, Hannan, Chatham Feb 4 Wood & McLellan, Chatham 

Hittox, Tuomas, Liverpool Feb5 Hooper& Clarke, Worcester 

Howe tt, Anniz Jane, Peckham rd Feb 1 Valpy & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hows, Saran, Aylesbury Feb 1 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 

Joseans, Joserpa, Aldridge, Staffs, Brick Manufacturer Feb 4 Lowe & Sons, 
Birmingham 

Lastett, Sanaa, Radcliffe on Trent, Notts Jan 26 Marriott, Nottingham 

Lucas, Axx Apgtarpz, Wealdstone Feb 23 Gowing, Finsbury pavement 

Lvxis, Evizapera Hay, Dover Feb1 Valpy & Co Lincoln's inn fields 


Macwacutex, Auy Karuenixe, Southampton Feb 20 Stevens & Drayton, Queen 
Victoria st 

Mokree.y, Georce Hersert, Headington hill Hall, Oxford Feb 14 
pl, Holborn 

Newsuam, Anna Rarroxps, Alexander st, Westbourne grove Jan 31 Smith, Fenchurch 
bid 


Lewis & Lewis, Ely 


gs 

oa Cuar.orte, Bradbourne st, Fulham Feb 4 Bartlett & Gregory, New 54, 
Ancoln’s inn 

Orue, Jemma Evizaneta, Bradbourne st, Fulham Feb 4 Bartlett & G ezory, New sq, 
Lincolo’s inn 

Page, yeaa Sasa, Putney Feb 12 Thorp & Saunders, Salisbury House, London 
wall 

Ricnagrps, Joux, Trowbridge, Oil Seller Jan15 Mann & Rodway, Trowbridge, Wilts 


SaunpeErsoy, Right Hon Eowarp James, Belturbet, Cavan Feb15 Trench, Dublin 
Sistey, Mary, Albury, Herts Feb1 Richardson & Co, Much Hadham, Herts 


SistHorr, CaarLoTre Exizapeta Mary Watpo, Princes gdns, Kensington Jan 81 
Lumley & Lumley, Conduit st, Bond st 
‘eb 8 Chadwick 


Srusuzy. Joax Biacksuey, Staincliffe, Batley, Yorks, Rag Merchant, 
& Sons, Leanne ng 

Tsompson, CataeRtxe Mary, Broadhurst mans, South Hampstead Feb16 Munns & 
Longden, O!d Jewry 

Trenane, James, Toryuay Feb11 Hamlyn, Torquay 


Vow Havewirz, Beatrice Maup Martana, Baroness Feb 5 Hulberts & Co, New 4, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Wacker, Evizasetn, Aylesbury Feb1 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 


Wooprs, Jouy, Rossett, Denbigh Jan29 Barker & Rogerson, Chester 
London Gasette.—Tvsspay, Jan 8. 


Augen, Fansy, Frome, Somerset Feb 28 Wood & Wootton, Fish st hill 
Biake, Manoan, Totland Bay, lof W Feb 20 Rooks & Co, King st, Cheapside 
Buiust, Exiza, Selly Oak, Worcester Feb 5 Mitchell & Chattock, Birmingham 


Brices-Boury, Rosert, Accrington, Cotton Manufacturer Feb2 Broughto1 & Broughton, 
Accrin 


BrinsmMgEaD, ol James, 8 Hampstead Feb19 Maskell & Nisbet, John st, Bedford 

Bure, Onanias Arrave, St John’s rd, Brixton Feb1 Martin & Co, King st, Gu'ldhall 

Brews, Rev Henny Banyes, Winchester Jan31 Beattie, Bedford row 

Exus, Evcar Haroxp, Hayle, Cornwall Feb 28 Gard & Co, Devonport 

Everep, Ricnarp Brows, Horley, Surrey, Brass Founder Feb9 Burton & Co, Surreyst 

Fawcett, Taomas, Morfa, Conway, N Wales, Coal Merchant Feb 11 Horsfield, 
Barnsle 


FEARNLEY, a Boothtown, Halifax Feb16 Weatherhead, Keighley 

Gretine, Natsantet, East Dereham, Norfolk, Solicitor Feb 23 Girling & Raasom, East 
De m, Norfolk 

Gover. Witu1am Massry, Harborne, Staffs, Factor March 2 Saunders & Oo, 
Birmingham : 

Gray, Faeperick Kerra, Bournemouth Feb 9 Dale, Ospringe rd, Kentish Town 

Haxrpwitt, Epwin, Alum Chine, Bournemouth Feb 20 Chinn & Nichols, Birmingham 

Hircox, Sanan, Northgate, Wakefield Feb14 Stewart & Chalker, Wakefield 


Howes. Atsert, West Somerton, Norfolk, Farm2r Feb 16 Wiltshire & Sons, Gt 
Yarmouth 
Horcaisson, Geonar, York Feb15 Peters, York 


James, Samvet, Exet:¢ Feb 10 Gould, Exeter 

Jamieson, Jutta, Forest Gate Feb5 Card, Milk st bldgs, Cheapside 

Jenxwines, WILLIAM Hexry, Holloway rd, Music Publisher Feb 16 Rutland, Chancery in 
Nicuo.isox, Hageiet, Sheffield Feb14 Branson & Son, Sheffield 

Lenn, Masons, Darenth rd, Stamford Hill Feb 5 Poole & Robinson, Union ct, Old 


Lewis, ae. , Jowzs, Abercarn, Mynyddislwyn, Mon Jan 381 Walters, Carmarthen 
Lowe, Mania, Dresden, Longton Feb9 Hawley & Jackson, Longton 
Masox, Tuomas, Camden rd, Holloway Feb15 Drummond, Parliament st, Westminster 
Mears, Hezsert, Newtown, Malvern, Worcester Feb14 Lambert & Rogers, Malvern 
Metvitiz, Caantes Leste, Branston Hall, Lincs Jan 31 Tweed & Co, Lincoln 
Motvaxy, Jony, MD, Holloway rd Feb16 Evans & Co, Theobald’s rd, Bedford row 
Parz, Rosert, Morecambe, Colle:t-r of Inland Revenue March 1 Johnson & Tilly, 
M 


Senet ee. West Hampstead Feb8 Richards & Co, York pl, Portman sq 
Perry, Frances, Stockingford, Nuneaton Jan 26 Blakeway, Nuneaton 

Parurs, Feaxx Leste, Old Park, Warwick Feb1 Martin & Co, King st, Guildhall 
Rei, Marcanret, Seacombe, Chester Feb6 Barrell & Co, Liverpool 

Rixson, Mary, Sheffield Feb14 Branson & Son, Sheffield 


| Ross, Tuomas, Yarm, Yorks, Bank Accountant Feb4 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 


Row, Wituiam Hewry, Mark ln, WineShipper Feb8 Matthews & Co, Cannon st 
Suzrviecy, Witt14m Lemoy, Edgbaston, Birmingham Feb 10 Thomas & Co, Birming- 
bem 


Surrs, Freperiox Bywater, Bognor Feb 4 Orgill, Lincoln's inn fields 

Sraxwixo, Taomas James, Plymouth, Bank Cashier Feb 20 Tucker, Plymouth 

Srorr, Jonw Wituiam, Armley, Leeds March1 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Waosrarry, Geonce Dawier, Nottingham Feb1 Walker & Hanson, Nottingham 

Wurrs. Rev Rosert Mone, Churchstoke Vicarage, Montgomery March 1 
Winnall, Welshpool 


Witxtssom, Gzonce Ayscovar, Hadley Green, Barnet, Surveyor Feb11 Kearsey & Co, 
Cannon 


st 
Wisox, Joun Cann, Heswall, Chester, Building Material Merchant Feb 8 Lewis & 
Mounsey, Liverpool 


Harrisons & 


B . 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasette, Fatpay, Jan. 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

A.sorovcs, E M, Waltham St Lawrence, Twyford, Berks 

Windsor Pet Nov30 O:d Jani 

Bensr, ¥, Tamme, Kpoetestt, Car Proprietor Liverpool Pet 

meena Wituuy, Platt Bridge, Hindley, Lancs, Earthen- 
ware Dealer Wigan Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan 2 

Burnley 


BazsKe.t, Tuomas, Burnley, Warehouseman 
Pet Janl Ord Jani 


Bout, Wittiam, Newpo agnell, Sate, Fishmonger 
ortham: Pet x Dee a “6rd Dec 3 
Burcess, Sera Ricwarp, Timperley, Cheshire, Florist 
Manchester Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 
Burtox, Georcz, West Peckham, Farmer Maidstone 
et Dec5 Ord Jan 2 
nen ast & Dyes, City rd, Lace Merchants High Court 


Pet Sept 12 Ord Jan 1 

Cuties, Freprrick Tuomas, Leamington High Court 
Pet Nov17 Ord Jani 

Deynisos, Harry Jonx, Kingston upon ia Baker 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 

E..iott, James, Devonport, Tailor Plymouth "pee Jan 2 
Ord Jan 2 

Foster, ALrrep, Rochester, Coachbuilder Rochester Pet 
Jan2 Ord Jan2 

Foster, Joszrux Davip, Nottingham, Assistant Salesman 
Nottingham Pet Dec31 Ord Dec 31 

Fietcusr, Jonx Witiiam, Leeds, Fish Hawker Leeds 
Dec 31 Ord Dee 31 

Gatiey, Heaseat Avevustus, Walthamstow, Furniture 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Nov19 Ord Dec2l 

Hansy, Water, Yorks, Grocer Wakefield Pet Dec 15 
Ord Jan 2 

Hearing, Roperr Cuarves, Chelmsford, Voal Merchant 


Chelmsford Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec29 

Hewson, James, Boughton, Chester, Coal Merchant 
Chester Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

Hopesox, A.raep, Leicester, Druggist Leicester Pet 


Jan1 Ord Jan 1 

Howa 1, WiILiiam Bensamtx, Robeston Wathon, Pembroke, 
Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet Dec 31 Ord’ Dec 31 

Hvupsow, Ernest Atpert. Kingston upon Hull Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Jani1 Ord Jan1 

Jeyxxins, Revusey, i Bookseller Kidder- 
minster Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 

Jones, Taomas Davin, and Eowarp Dowe.tt Jonzs, 

Rhosllanerchrugog, ee General Dealers Wrex- 

ham Pet Dec31 Ord Dec 8 

Jonzs, Jonn Henny, Seaeped, Mon, Draper Newport, 
Mon Pet Jani’ Ord Jan 1 


Jvupez, Percy Procter, Folkingham, Lincs, Chemist 
Peterboro Pet Janil Ord Jan 1 
Lez, Apert James, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolver- 


hampton Pet Dec31 Ord Jan 2 
Levy, ase. Brushfield st, Spitalfields, Fruit Salesman 
5 big at be ~ g: pK oe ae D . 

EWI. ARRY, ure) n, itec! , Draper 

Court Pet'Nov26 Ord Jan 2 goes 
McNicon, SamugL pays Delaford, Epping High Court 

Pet Nov17 Ord Jan 2 
Moraax, Joun, Bridgend, Draper Cardiff Pet Dec 13 

Ord Dec 31 
Payne, Henry Grorce, East Grinstead, Bootmaker Tun- 

brrdge Wells Pet Jan2 Ord Jang 
Pganson, Henry Orway, Wolverhampton, Builder Wolver- 

hampton Pet Jani Ord Jani 
Perk, Wiiu1am C, Brighton, Builder Brighton Pet Dec 

14 Ord Dec 81 
Paiturs, Wittiam Hewry, Irlam, nr Manchester, Com- 

mercial Clerk Salford ‘Pet Dec11 Ord Dec 31 
Purcuase, Tomas, Preston Plucknett, Yeovil, Mason 

Yeovil Pet Dec31 Ord Dec 31 
Savtery, Joun, Swansea, Coal Merchant Swansea Pet 

Jani Ord Jan 1 
Saurrxa, Ceciu Gronar, Kingston upon Hull, Photographer 

Kingsto mupon Hull Pet Dec3i Ord Dee 31 
Tsompsox, Hersert Wittiam, Boroughbridge, Yorks, 

Painter York Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 
Triznx, J B, Westbury, Wilts Frome Pet Oct 20 Ord 

anil 
Vesnon, Fxoca, Hazel Grove, Cheshire, Fruiterer Stock- 

port Pet Dec31 Ord Dec 31 
Woop, Grorcs Wituam, Acton, Commission Agent 

Brentford Pet Dec 29 'Ord Dec 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Avtprep, Joux, Hyde, Cheshire Jan 12 at 1i Off Ree, 
Byrom st, chester 

Beynina, Hesry, Hill Top, West Bromwich, Staffe, Grocer 
Jan 16 at 11 191, CGorpoceieen st, Birmingham 

Bowsy, Marcaret Hawynag, Edg on, Birmingham 
Jan 15 at11 191, Corporation st, Birmin gham 

Burton, Groner, West Peckham, Kent, eener Jan 15 
at 11 9, King st, Maidstone 

Butier, WIturam, Horace Burien, Samurt Marty, and 
Witriam Marti, Willenhall, Stampers Jan 15 ‘at 12 
Of . Wol verhampton 

Cuesuire, Eaxgst Asset, Burnley, Tobacoonist Jan 14 
at3 Off Reo, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Crowaunst & Dysr,’ City rd, Lace Merchants Jan 15 at 
ll ptcy bl , Carey st 

Ceavtrweit, Epwarp omas, New End sq, Hampstead, 
Builder Jan 14 atl Bankrupety bldg’ Carey st 

Curcea, Farpeaicx yz Leamington Jan 1 at 12 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Danks, Epwarp, ingham, Builder Jan 14 at 11 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Davirs, Tuomas, Alderley E Bigs, eae Fai _—_ Labourer 
fon Re toe Of Reo, 23, King Edward st, Maccles- 


Denwison, Haney Joux, Kingston u Hull, Baker Jan 


Drxox, Jon» Movtp, Dunstable, Manufacturers’ Agent 
Jan 24a¢ 11 Court House, Luton 


ee Waren. Leeds, Fish Hawker Jan 16 at 
Park row, Leeds 

deasnenle Epwix Maatiy, Coldharbour 
a ‘ion D ceteemeces Jan 14 at 12 , et —— 

Fosrsr, phon 4 Rochester, Coachbuilder Jan 14 at 11.30 
115, High st, Rochester 

Gattey, Hensert Avavstvs, Hackney rd, Furniture 
—— Jan 14 at 2.30 Bankruptey bldgs, 

st 

Gunso, Jous Ricuarp, Neath, Glam, Farmer Jan 15 
at12 Off Rec, 31, + , Swansea 

Grover, mee Seaton, Devon, Schoolmistress Jan 17 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Grummett, Wis, Stoke upon Trent, Coal Dealer Jan 
15 at 3.30 Off Rec, King Newcastle, Staffs 

Haut, Lancotn Groner, ~_ Teacher of Music 
Jan 23 at11 191, Corporation st, Le ag pe 

Hanes, Cuaaves, West ae Staffs, Labourer Jan 


18at11 191, Corporation 
Hitt, CHaries "AMBROSE, "Asutord, Kent, Basket Maker 
Jan 12at1145 Off 68a, Castle Canterbury 
ee James, Barrow in , Jam er Janl5 at 
11.45 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis, Barrow in Furness 
Hor.ey, Tuomas Epwiy, Bedf Draper Jan 14 
at 11.30 Messrs Hulliley & Morrison Morrison, Solicitors, Mill st, 


Sowa.’ Witu1aM Bexsamix, Returno, Robeston Wathen, 
Pembroke, Farmer Jan i2at12 Off Reo, 4, Queen st, 
Carmarthen 

Jonannsen, Cunist1aN, Maidenhead, Watchmaker Jan 14 
at3 14, ford row 

Jouxson, Rosert, and Jouy Lirrie, Euston, Suffolk, 
Farmers Jan 12at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Levy, Isaac, Brushfield st, Spitalfields, Fruit Salesman 
Jan 15 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

ine. WIM, .. Moor, dulph, Staffs, 

— Jaa i at 1 ff Rec, 23, King Edward st, 


Pepiry, Fraxk Woopwarp, Longton, Staffs, Innkeeper 
Jan 15at3 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Btaffs 


Hewsor, Jans, Chester, Coal Merchant Chester 
Pet Dee 31 Ded Des 3h . . 


aS > plmmmamaae , Druggist Leicester Pet Jan 
1 


Howat, Wiiiiam Bens amy, Returno, 
Pembroke, Farmer i Panbsoke Dock nee Dee at Ord 


een, Saal ery upon Hull Kingston 
H son Hull Pets Jan c Earl’ °s Court Spinster “High 
unt, Epxa Cua’ ~ 
Court Ord Dec 28 _ 


Pet Nov 12 
Jexk Revsen Worcester, Bookseller 
Kidderminster Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 . 


Jonzs, Tuomas Davin, and Epwarp Dowstt. Jowns, 
Dealer: 


s Wrex- 
ham Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 
Jopes, Psercy Paoorrr, 
Peterborough 


a - >) Sa ieee 
Pet Jani Ord Jani 


Lez, Atsert James, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolver- 
ham Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan 2 

Levy, Brurhfield st, Fruit Salesman 

High Court Pet Jani Jan1 

Maysry, Georat Hencer, Southend on Sea, yl in Holy 
Orders Chelmsford Pet ot Aug 20 Ord Dec 

Paysz, Hexny Groncr, East Grinstead, Seek Maker 
Tunb Wells Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 

olverhampton, Builder 


Court 


ENRY Greer, 
pton Pet Jani Ay Jani 


Ezra, Beet O its, Cambs, Baker 
— a Ord Jan 2 
Poronass, 8, Plucknett, Yeovil, Mason 


Yeovil Pet : Dee'3t P Ord Des 81 
Sauteax, Joux, Swansea, Coal Merchant Swansea Pet 


Jani Ord Jani 
Suarre, Ricuaagp, Ash, pp Senay, Game Farmer Guildford 
Dec 22 Ord Ji 


Pearsox, 
ol 


8 Cc Gzonon, Ki Hull, Photographer 
eK —— upon Hull Dec st Ord Dee 31 
te Faepraicxk Eayest, Parkholme rd, 


igh Court Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 2 
acu Hexpert Wit11am, Boroughbridge, Yorks, 
Painter York Pet Dec31 Ord Dec 31 
Venyon, Exocu, Hazel Grove, Cheshire, Fruiterer Stock- 
port Pet Dee 31 Ord Dec 31 





Pops, Josrra Ke.uaway, Maumbury Way, Dorchester, 
Contractor Jan 15 at 12.30 Off Rec, City > 
Catherine st, Salisbury 

Paror, ‘Avaustus pm Chelmsford, Fishmonger Jan 16 
at3 14, Bedford ro 

Rietey, Avbert, Wakefield Jan 14 at 11 Off Rec, 6, 
Bond ter, Wake 

— Joun Henry, Portmadoc, Draper Jan 14 at 12 

tt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
mo, -s--- Wituram Lanouam, Dover, Butcher Jan17 
mer ti Off Rec, 68a. at, Can 

Saarpz, Ricnagp, Ash, Burrey, Game a Jan 15 at 
12,30 132, York rd, Westminster Brid 

Simons, Joun Tuomas, —— Y - tier Jan 15 at 10 
Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Ca’ 

SranBonoues, Haney See. , a Walmer, nr Deal, 

arrier Jan 17 at 9 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, 


Canterbury 
Swane, Eavest Aupert, Totland, I of W, Architect Jan 
14at1.15 Off Rec, 884, Holyrood st, Newport, I of W 


Tayior, Tuomas ase, * olverhampton, General Dealer 
Jan 17 at 11.30 Off , Wolverhampton 

Tsompsox, Heapertr Wrevras: Boroughbridge, Yo 
Painter Janidat 3 Off Rec, The Red House, Dun- 
combe pl, York 

WaLkes, ALTER GEORG Herts, 


E Berkhamatead, 
Grocer Jan 12at12 1, st Slaguae 8, Oxford 
Winears, Sipxyey, Penn, Staffs, Professional Golfer Jan 


17at11 Off Rec, Wolverbam: 
Woop, Grores Wii.14M, Heath: rd, a, Asten, Commission 
y. Fender Fitter Jan 14 at 11 


Agent Jan i4at12 14, Bedford 
Woopatt, Josern, 
Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barser, WILLIAM, “. Ly te Lancs, Builder Black- 
burn Pet Decl 
Bazaxe.t, THomas, Secon, , Burnley 
Pet Jani Ord Janl 


Boysowx, Wii114M, Piatt Bridge, Hindley, Lancs, Earthen- 

ware Dealer —— ye iee ‘an? 

Be Wits, Newport a Fishmonger 

orthampton Pet Dec 31 

Bureess, —_ Ricaaap, Timperoy, ‘Cheshire, Florist 

Manchester PetJan2 Ord Jan 2 

Cuamspers, WILLIAM, Boho wt, Oxford st High Court Pet 
Sept 15 Ora Dec 3: 


Dewsisox, Hasry on Kingston upon ae. Baker 
Ki upon Hull Pet Dec 31 ONT Dec 3 

Downs, Eowarp Meaar tT, Finsbury pvmt, Stock Dealer 

High Court Pet Nov 38 Ord Jan 2 

Davuuonp-Hay, James CHARLES aarnen, B 

ey School Proprietor Brighton Pet Nov 1 ttt 

ec 3. 

Epwarps, Caartes, Rusholme Packing Case 

Manches' an2 

Plymouth Pet Jan 2 


, Manchester. 
Maker ter Pet Nov 30 Ord J 

er James, Devonport, Tailor 

Fanrisu, el Ms = Elm Park gias High Court 
Pet Oct6 Ord Jan 


Fierousr, Joun Ween, Leeds, Fish Hawker Leeds 
Pet Dec 31 


Ord Dee 31 
Foressew, Epwix Maatix, Coldharbour Ino +. -T) 
’ Bundriesman High Court Pet 


Ord Jan 1 

Fosrer, Aurrep, Rochester, Coach Builder Rochester 
Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan? 

Foster, Joseru Davin, Nottingham, Assistant Salesman 
Notti Pet Dec 31 Ord Dee 31 

ws Wi rd, Herne Hill, Budder 

rt PetJani Dee 8 

Haspy, Bday Castleford, Yous. Grocer Wakefield 

Pet Dec 15 Ord Jan 2 


Goppen 





i2atil Of Rec, Trinity House ln, Hull 





Henaixa, 4 a sy Chelmsford, Coal Merchant 
Chelmsford Pet Dec29 Ord Dec 29 





, CHaRLes Heamay, Cleveland st, Euston rd, 
in Motor Accessories High Court’ Pet Nov $ 


Wittrams, Cremer, Thornbury, Glos, Coal Merchant 
Bristol Pet Dec22 Ord Jan 1 
London Gazetie.—Turspar, Jan. 8, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


, and Ji ~ hee = 5 ALLEx, Mitcham, Market 
—— . Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 8 
ms ~ Wit, orwich, Flower Flower Grower Norwich Pet 
an3 Ord Jan3 at. 
Percy Laystey, - Lancs, 
Bane can Salford Pet Jan 4 na Ord Yan 


, ABRABAM, ‘Hull Builder 
BuxWingston upon Hall Pet Dec 12 Ord Jan 3. 
Berrs, James, Canterbury Canterbury Pet Jan 5 Ord 


Jan 5 
Dossy, th. Levenshulme, Manchester, Confectioner 


Jan 4 Ora Jan 4 ah 
B aBtix, Milton 
Canpaean —. Pet Jon a Ord 


K ‘ouse 
ofa tes Yicp. nm athe On 
Curtis, com, Tee 3 or oF mae Coal Miner 
Dowocavs, Jaume, 3 — mo — Fruit Salesman 
Battersea, Builder 


Bre reedswerth, "et Jan og B= Jan 4 


Cones Seren Watchmaker Bedford 
‘an 
Hepoes, F J, Frances st, Tottenham Court ri, Dairyman 


Court Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 4 


Hexpersox, Wittian, Engineer 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan8 
Hewsor, Capes, Hay! Civil Engineer North- 
an 
Hotpsy, Oxiayxpo, Grocer Preston Pet Jan5 
Ord Jan 5 


ALFRED, Pivenioghem, Tissnsed Vicheaiiee Bir- 
-—— Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 5 
ae. ae MS any st, Westminster High Court 


JAMIESON, 3 & Fa 


met Ape 30 Ord Jane 
may age 
‘an an4 
Ghetto Boliaitan Faro wered Pet Deo 4 


Ord Jan 
Nicwovsox, Arruen Tuomas, Herne 


- J ALFRi acy Deo, Or jan 
BS 
— Pet Deo 20 Ord Jan 4 
Goapox 
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Wuirr, o_o ame, Kent, Builder Canterbury Pet 
Dec18 Ord J 


Wizsor, Arrava, New Brighton, + ee Yorks, Willeyer 
Dewsbury Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 


Amended notice substituted a o genes in the 
London Gazette of 


Jounsox, Ronert, and Jon» ote E, aston, Suffolk, 
ers Norwich Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 3 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bout, Wittram, Newport Pagnell, Bucks, Fishmonger 
Jan 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 
Burorss, Setn Ricnarp, Timperley, Cheshire, Florist 
Jan 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester. 
Bossry, James, Atherton, Lancs, Confectioner Jan 18 at 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 





Doyoouur, James, Llanelly, Carthmarthen, Fruit Salesman | 


Jan 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 


Eanst, Jonx Henman, Enfield, Licensed Victualler Janis | 


at3 14, Bedford row 


Fosrer, Josern Davin, Nottingham, Assistant Salesman | 
Pet Jan 16 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingham 

Haxsry, Watrer, Castleford, Yorks, Grocer Jan 17 at 11 

0 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Hawway, bn CHaru es, Connaught mans, Battersea, 
Dramatic Author Jan 18 at 11.30 132, York 
Westminster Bridge 

Harnitt, Samver, Quendon, Essex, Farmer Jan 16at12.15 
The Railway Inn, Newport, Essex 

Hewsox, James, Boughton, Chester, Coal adem Jan 
16 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Cheste 

Hupsow, Ernest AvBert, yo upon Hull a 16at 11 
Off Ree, Trinity House In, Hull ‘ 

Houwrer, Wit1t1am, West Hartlepool, Plumber Jan 16 at 
2.30 Grand Hotel, West Hartlepool 

Hyper, Kow ey, Victoria st, Westminster Jan 16 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Isaacs, Lovis, Hoxton st, a Hosier Jan 17 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jaxirsox, Noranis, & Co, Cavendish ct, Bishopsgate, Mer- 
chants Jan 17 at 11 "Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lewis, Harry, Church In, Whitechapel, Draper Jan 16 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Loxsouvrst, Wituam, Worthing, Fruit Grower Jan17 at 
10 Off v4 Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

McNicot, Senom Sritt, ne Epping Jan 16 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Care: 

Perx, Wititam C, Brighton, ites Jan 17 at 10.45 Off 
Ree, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Porcnase, Toomas, Preston Plucknett, Yeovil, Somerset, 
Mason Jani7at1 Off Rec, City ‘chmbrs, Catherine 
st, Salisbury 


penny Blackpool, Wardrobe 


Nov 18 Ord Jan 5 
Gatvtey, Hensert Avevetvus, Hackney rd, Furniture 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Nov 19 Ord Jan 4 


Guaysy, Faeperice, Jae, Beds, Watchmaker Bed- 
ford Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan5 

Hatt, Wruam Watrsr, Rolleston, Notts, Engineer 
Nottingham Pet Oct 26 Ord Jan3 

Henperson, WILLIAM, “FT Motor Engineer Man- 
chester Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 : 

Hewson, Groroe, Ripon, Yorks, — Engineer North- 
allerton Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 

Hopes, Ortanpo, Blackpool, ee Preston Pet Jan 5 
Ord Jan 5 

Jones, Joun Hewry, vatenen, Draper Newport, Mon 
Pet Janil Ord Jan 

Kaew: Frep, Stockport. Cheshire, Builder Stockport 
Pet D cl4 Ord J 

Loycuurst, WILLIAM, “Worthing Fruit Grower Brighton 
Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 

| Luxey, Henry James, and Evizasetn Wess, Land = 
Hants, Milliners Portsmouth Pet Dec8 Ord 


Foxcaort, EizaseTa 
Dealer Preston Pet 


| Morgax, Joux, Bridgend, Draper Cardiff Pet sey po 
5 


Ord Jan 


| Nicnorsox, Artaur Tsomas, Herne Bay, Schoolmaster 





-— x Joux, Watford, Herts, Schoolmaster Jan 17 at 


4, Bedford row 


ican’ ” Auraep, Colabrook, Horton, Bucks, Farmer 


Jan i7at3 14, Bedford row 


Rorsox, Wii14m, Platt Bridge, Hindley, Lancs, Earthen- 
ware Dealer Jan 16 at11 19, Exchange st, Bolton 


Roor, Dow Ditmars, Upton, nr Birkenhead Jan 16 at 12 


Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Samay, Exizasetu, Bolton, Lancs, Baby Linen Dealer 


Jan l7at3 1), Exchange st, Bolton 


ae Joux_ Atrszp, Aston juxta Birmingham, Up- | 


© Jan 22at 11 19', Corporation st, Birming- 


ham 
Tuomrsox, Saucer, Cradley, Worcester, Anchor Striker | 


Jan 16 at 11 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 


Wuatt, Hoon Parnicx, Mansion House chmbrs Jan 18 at | 
12 Bankruptcy 


bldgs, Carey st 


Witcock, Artavr, Burnley, Butcher Jan 18 at 11.30 Off | 


Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Wrisox, Antuur, New Brighton, Morley, Yorks, Willeyar 
Jan 16 at 10.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, 
Dewsbury 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Atpaipos, Taouas AnunpEL, 5 py Somerset, Solicitor 


water Pet Dec7 Ord Ji 

‘om, and 4 2 TacsTos A.uizy, Carshalton, 
Gardeners ~- Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 3 

A.izx, Wii1iam, Norwic Flower and Fruit Grower 

Norwich Pet Jan3 OrdJan3 


ALLEx, 


Bags, > Riess, On re st, Oxford st High Court | 
KE ING’S COLLEGE, LONDON. 


mm, Pracy eel Pendleton, Salford, Publican 

» nny Hemet 5 Ord Jan 4 

zxwetT, Aprauam, Kingston u) Hull, Build Kings- 
ton upon Hull Pet Dec 12 Ord Jan 4 ee 

ames, Canterbury Canterbury Pet Jan 5 Ord 


‘an 
Botton, Ivy Jaye manasene, Hellingly, Sussex East- 
bourne Ord Jan 


Burros, Gzorcr, West Peckham, Kent, Farmer Maid- 
stone Pet Dec5 Ord Jan4 

Bussey, James, ~~" oe Confectioner Bolton Pet 
Jan4 Ord Jan 


CARPENTER “teat Martix, Milton next Gravesend, 
House Decorator Rochester Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 
Aareen, Wisbech, Butcher King’s Lynn Pet Jan 
8 Ord Jan 3 
Crownuret, Artaur Wittiam. and Exrry Saran Dyer, 
| + lee cee High Court Pet Septi2 Ord 


Ceogrwmt, Bowsno Tnomas, Hampstead, Builder High 
et Dec 29 Ord Jan 4 


Custis, Jonmx, Monk Bret -. Barnsley, Coal Miner 
Barnsley Pet Jan5 Ord dan 

Doxoonve, Jauzs, Lianelly, Fruit yoann Carmarthen 
Pet Jan? Ord Jan 2 


Berts, 





Canterbury Pet Decll Ord Jan5 


rd | Pex, WILLIAM S Brighton, Builder Brighton Pet Dec 


14 Ord Jan 

Reavixa, p Seed ‘Watford, Schoolmaster St Albans Pet 
Dec 22 Ord Jan 2 

Roperts-Joxes, Morais, Cardiff, Solicitor Cardiff Pet 
Noy 22 Ord Jan5 

Scuwayck, Car:st1an Rupoipa Epuunp, Shougette, Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Nov 21 Jan 

Seaman, Exizasetu, Bolton, Baby Linen Dealer Bolton 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

Tay or, Joun Cockxram, Essex st, Strand, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Dec3 Ord Jan3 

Wickes, Grorce Boyp, Union ct, Old Broad st, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Oct19 Ord Jan 3 

Wi son, Artaur, New Ao me Yorks, Willeyer Dews- 
bury Pet Jan 3 

Woop, George Wi.uam, Acton, Commission Agent 
Brentford Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 4 


Amended notice substituted for that peamiinss in the 
London Gazette of Dec 25 


Jonsson, Ropgrt, and Jonn a Euston, Suffolk Nor- 
wich Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 3 





CALE of CHARGES for ADVERTISE- 
MENTS of WANTS, Situations, Partnerships, Money, 

Offices, Houses, &c., offered or required. 

Once. 

1s. 6d, 

2s. 3d. 

3s. Od. 





QWIsS DOCTOR OF LAW Wants 

English Student of Law for Debating, one eveni 
week, on Pasticularities of English and Continental La 
C. Horszn, 88, King’s-avenue, Clapham-park, 8.W 


EVONSHIRE. — Solicitor will 
require Clerkship; admitted 1904; 
experience, including Advocacy ; excellent references, 
Box 77, ee We Journal and Weekly Reporter,” 27) 

-lane, 





sho 





ERAN CO =z. 


EGAL BUSINESS, Cases in all the” 

4 Courts, Inheritances, Probate, Admini z 
Divorce, Bankruptcy, Debts Collected, O inions, &¢,— 
Léon Viroet, Avocat, 21, rue Le Peletier, Paris. 


tier 


8 per sheet. 
8 per 20 folios. 





AW. — GREAT SAVER G. — For 
—— 2» taken 0 e 


Dee ape ain Coated 

ead Hand a... «. © 2 per folio. 

Deeds A — ou - = : per sheet. 

Full Co: 0 2 per folio. 
PAPER. TFeclenp, 1a. “per ‘sheet ; Draft, $d. 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 

KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, Bo, 


Li BOOKS at GREAT BEDUCTIO$’ 4 
—All kinds of Law, Commercial, and other Books” 
lied. Mostly LATEST EDITIONS. State wants, 
for List, New Books at ‘ r cent. Discount. Sent ™ 
on —— BOOKS BOUGHT.—W. & G. Foruz, 135.7 
Charing Cross-road, W.C. 3 


O INVESTORS AND TRUSTEES. —> 
Freehold Premises, near the centre of the City, let at™ 
£328 per annum; price £6,560, paying clear 5 per cent; = 
very substantial dreproot building. —J. Nicnotson & Som,= 
105, Cheapside, 3 


8. 
oes ow O 
2 











iO TRUSTEES.—Freehold Ground-rents % 
of £300 a year on an exceptionally soundly built and 
compact estate of established yearly house property, : 
four miles of the Bank; rack-rents about a ales 
years’ purchase, pa mee £8 17s, per cent.—J. - Nicuowsom ” 
& Bow, 105, in 


WM ObtGsce INVESTMENTS.—> 
Messrs. MAY & ROWDEN have decided to dev 
further this class of business, and will therefore be glad 

see both Borrowers and Lenders; only good-class securities” 











Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
the SoLicirors’ JOURNAL AND WEEKLY 
REPORTER with regularity it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher, at 
27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscription, WHICH MUST BE PAID 

ADVANCE: SoLicirors’ JOURNAL AND 


268. ; by post, 28s. ; 


IN 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 
Foreign, 303. 4d. 

Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 





EVENING C CLASSES. 

CLASSES for the LONDON UNIVERSITY 
MATRICULATION a PROFESSIONAL PRE- 
LIMINARY EXAMINATI 

Individual Tuition in a ‘habjecte required for the 
Examination. Fee for half-yearly wee ad £3 .. 

Students may join at any time at eepenenee 

Apply to the Szcrzrary, King’s College, Gerend W.c. 





‘UCCESS AT EXAMS.—Civil Service, 
University, or other —Guaranteed to a who enter 

my Memory Training Course. Thc 
from successful students. Particulars free. po bs Cc. os 
ae 99, Wenham House, Bloomsbury-street, London, 








SOLICITOR Introducing Youth fresh 
from college (for counting house of old-established 
af ET Ky 
value), is Ome replacing one now existing.—ALrHa, 





dealt with; no flats or weekly property. — Offices: i 
—FROM £50 to £6,000. — — Would | 


Maddox-street, w. 
any responsible Gentleman, in Town oF 
MONE re ary, be willing to pay a fair rate of © 
CASH 


interest for an meno ATE ADVANCE OF 
upon their own PROMISSORY NOTE, without Security, 
Publicity, or fees, and strictly private. 
Call or write to the Actual Lenders, 
J. WESTON & CO., 
PRIVATE BANKEBS, 


30 & 31, DUKE STREET, PICCADILLY, | 
LONDON, W. 3 
(would be divided int 


£63, 000 amounts of about £500) to be 


vested in well-secured Freehold Ground-rents ; half of ti 
Fund is for Weekly Securities up to about 23 

chase, the balance being for High-class Securities up 
about 28 years’ purchase; no flats or maisonettes ent 
tained.—Solicitors and Vendors are requested to © 
municate with the Purchaser’s ne Messrs. BoyTo 
Sons, & Tarvor, 70, Coleman-street, E.C. 


£100 Serr 


SoxrciTor, 3, pan Ao 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCOCESSIONS: 
For Vacancies for, or introductions to the above, apply to 
J. HARCOURT SMITH, 
The old-established PARTNERSHIP AGENT, q 
LAW COSTS DRAFTSMAN, & ACCOUNTANT, | 
Gi & 62, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
SuorTHaxpD CLERK — panies and Salary by City 
“x 








) ready to Lend on First 
ee ee Freehold Ppa 
Lewisham, E 








[= LONDON and WESTMINSTER 
LOAN & DISCOUNT COMPANY 


on 
nee, So Keir, Weekly 


” ” 


4 £9 
P ‘ee 
sale. fags wisn prforion Aotert ( 


Agents.) 


= 4 a cay 
6 


= £1 
= £2 
£4 








